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ABSTRACT

Reported are findings from the first year's field
test of the home-oriented Appalachia Educational Laboratory (AEL)
: Barly Childhood Rducation Program for 3-, 4-, and S5-year-olds. The
! program consists of a 30-minute daily television lesson, a wveekly
3 home visit by a paraprofessional, and group instruction once a wveek j
in a mobile classroom. The sample was made up of a total of 450 :
children divided into three groups. Group 1 received TV instruction
and home visits and attended the mobile classroom. Group 2 had TV and :
home visits; Group 3, only TV instruction. 39 subjects from each 3
group vere tested for evaluation purposes, The data are presented in
5 categories: program effort, program performance, program
pervasiveness, program cost analysis, and evaluation synthesis,
Appendixes (one-sixth of this report) present detailed data analysis
for (1) the program's evaluation plam, (2) interest level of project
‘ children, (3) IQ gain, (4) language development and behavior, (5)
cognitive growth, (6) the parent attitude questionnaire and
checklist, (7) paraprofessional attitude data instrument and results,
and (8) socioeconomic factors of treatment and control groups. It was
found that TV lessons and home visitations (but not the mobile
classroom) had a positive effect on children's cognitive development. ]
Children in 6roup 1 scored highest on verbal expression. (DR) 1
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Foreword

T oTT Colr
!-v-m'

This evaluation report is written primarily for individuals in

ey,

management positions. Accordingly, the report is organized around the

questions that guided the evaluation, followed by concluding statements

yesony

. Obtained from more detailed data analyses. Individuals interested in
the detailed analyses will find them located in the appendices.
This report supersedes a preliminary report written by H. Kent

4 Moore dated September, 1969. A nuwber of individuals have provided in-

valuable inputs to the report, but special recognition should be given: . '
;‘ tc Dr. Ray Norris from George Peabody College, Dr. Frank Hooper from -
West Virginia University, and Dr. John Kennedy from The Ohio State Uni-

i versity for their assistance in the data analyses. Dr. Benjamin Carmichael

and Dr. William Bost from the Appalachia Educational Laboratory contrib-

- 1 uted significantly to the final editing.

This is the first report based on an evaluation system designed

“.
I

especially for educational development at the Appalachia Eduﬁational

Laboratoxy. This system incorporates some of the concepts of the CIPP

o

model developed by Dr. Daniel Stufflebeam at The Chio State University

%

and some of those developed by Dr. Michael Scriven at Indiana University.

e

James T. Ranson
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EVALUATION REPORT: EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION PROGRAM
1969 FIELD TEST
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Introduction ,

This is a technical report of the findings from the first year's field %

test of the AEL Early Childhood Education Program. An evaluation plan (see é
Appendix A} specifies the questions that were asked to secure the type of in- ?

formation that was considered important. This report follows the organization

of the guestions as they are listed in Section I, B, of the plan.

The Program

The Early Childhoéd Education Program is home-ofiented and is designed
for 3-, 4-, and 5-year-0ld children. It consists of a 30-minute daily tele-
vision lesson received in the home; a weekly home visit by paraprofessioﬁﬁls
to counsel with parents and deliver materials used by paients and children,
and group instruction provided once each week in a mobile classroom taken near
the home for convenience to parents and small children.

The program is based on behavioral objectives developed by West birginia
University derived from a nationwide study of preschool education programs and
an assessment of 3-, 4-, and 5-year-0ld Appalachian children. A‘materi;Is:
development team is employed to translate those oObjectives into.televisiOn
lessons, materials for use by parents and children, and materials and exer-
cises for use in group inséructioh in the mobile classroom.

The lessons, recorded on video tape, are produced in Charleston, West
virginia, using the facilities of a commercial studic. They are sent to Oak
Hill, West Virginia, where they are broadcast by a commercial television sta-
tion over an eight-county area of southern West Virginia. The home visitation
and mobile classroom components Of the program Operate out Of Beckley, West

Virginia. Eight paraprofessionals were employed and trained to perform home
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visitation services, and one certified preschool teacher and an aide¢ were em-
ployed to operate and furnish mobile classroom instruction. The fully equipped
8' x 22' classroom is mounted on a two and one-half ton truck chassis. Power
for the operation of the heating and cooling system and all electronic equip-
ment in the classroom is provided through meters mounted on poles at each
scheduled stop of the classroom. The mobile classroom was used for only four
months Of the 1969 field test. 2An office is maintained in Beckley as head-

quarters for the field personnel.

The Sample

A total of 450 children was selected from the viewing area as the target
audience for the program. This sample was categorized into three groups. The
first group of 150 children~~ten subgroups Of 15 each-~-received TV instruétion,
home visits, and attended the mobile classroom. The second group of 150 ?;-
ceived TV instruction and home visits, and the third group of 150 receivéd only
TV instruction.

For evaluation purposes, 30 individuals per group for a total of 90 sub-
jects were selected for testing purposes, and an additional 24 subjects iﬂ

southwest Virginia were selected for a control group.

Nature of the Data

The data for this report were collected in the first year of a scheduled
three-year field test of the Appalachia Educational Laboratory Early Childhood
Education Program. The field test period closely approximates a regular school
year, September through May.

There was wide variability in the availability and quality of data for
each item. Responses to each question were interpreted accordingly.l The

availability and quality of data were categorized as follows:

o rm a4 AN eme e e o A i ——— o R - a— ’ o T




¢ Data not available or determinable.

e Data available but not collected. é
e Data collected but not sufficient for conclusive answer.

e Data collected sufficient for a conclusive answer.

Responses to each question were keyed by one of these four categories.

It was assumed that questions where data were not available or determinable

at this time were not answerable and therefore inust be abandoned or delayed.

S A

Data were not gathered on question:. where data were available hit not

collected for reasons of (1) program lags, (2) time pressures; (3) political

considerations, (4) practical considerations, or (5) low priority status of an

o i SRS

IR

item in the evaluation during the first year. ﬁ

On questions where insufficient data were available for a firm answer,

w<-l iy !—- -

4 more extensive data gathering during the second and third years of field test-

ﬁ ing should vield sufficient data for a conclusive answer.

On questions for which there is sufficient data available and collected

B SRR AN

to provide a conclusive answer, it is not anticipated that further data collec-

tion will be necessary.

St T
i piinia

21 Data are presented by five major categories: program effort, program
performance, program pervasiveness, program cost analysis, and evaluation

synthesis. Detailed data analyses are included in the appendices.

}- Program Effort

Program effort is defined theoretically as time, personnel, and money
required to acquire, install, operate, and maintain the field test. Effort is
expressed operationally in terms of days and dollars. Theoretical definitions
provide the criteria for the questions; operational definitions represent the
measurements for answers to the questions. Program effort was categorized by

three major functions: (1) acquisition and installation of facilities and

rat ey
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equipment; (2) operational requirements for the field test; and (3) equipment
and facility maintenance requirements, Questions included in the evaluztion

plan were grouped according to these categories.

Acquisition and Installation of Equioment and Facilities

SiX questions in the evaluation Plan deal with the acquisition and in-
stallation of equipment and facilities. Information pertaining to this category
of effort is presented in Table I, Page 5. As indicated in the Table, most
equipment required for the television component of the program was r’nted.
Studio time and office space for the materials team was available in a commer-
cial studio in Charieston, West Virginia. Certain technical personnel were
also included in the studio Package. Office space for the field operation for
mobile classroom personnel and home visitors was availzble in Beckley, West
Virginia.

Parking spaces for the mobile clagsroom were secured from churcﬁos.
schools, and community centers. Ppower companies installed ten 220-volt maters
for operation of the mobile classroom. The coordinator of the field testing
operations made arrangements for these facilities. Experience jindicated that
at least one year of lead time is needed for making these arrangements and pre-
paring for the production of the television lessons. No major legal obstacles
were encountered to prevent the installation of the field testing operation.

special consultants were used in connection with acquisition and in-
stallation of some equipment. Some services were required to establish speci~
fications for media requirements, and extensive services were required to

develop specifications for the mobile classroom facility.

Operational Requirements

Seven questions in the evaluation Plan were directed toward determining

program effort expended to meet operational requirements. Those requirements

R R e ek L T -




Table I

Ecquisition and Installation of Equipment and Facilities

Program Component Equipment and Facilities Method of Acquisition )

Mobile Classroom

Rental

Television Studio package: Two black and white
cameras, lighting, film chain and
requisite components for control
room, sound and taping.
Darkroom Rental
Four 16 mm cameras Purchased
Office and workroom Space Rental
Transmitting station Rental
Home Visitation Field Office Rented.

Automobiles

Preschool classroom, 8' x 22, mounted
on two and one-half ton International
truck chassigs. Classroom includes
electric heating and air conditioning,
carpeted floors, six listening sta-
tions, record player, 16 mm projector,
overhead projector, projection screen,
psychedelic lights, hot. plate stove,
refrigerator, restroom facilities,

and storage cabinets.

Ten power supply meters
Parking locations

Field Office

Personal cars

Purchased

Contracted
Donated

Rented

gt i




6
deal with personnel requirements and time expended by them, requirements from
other participating agencies, personnel training requirements, and efforts
expended tc determine the consistency between TV lessons and other materials
and the priorities assigned to the behavioral cbjectives established for the
program. Data recorded on operational requirements are presented in Table II,
page 7.

Six professional positions, a supporting production position, and one
secretary were maintained for the production of TV lessons. Two professional
positions, one to coordinate mobile classroom and home visitations and a
mobile classroom teacher, were maintained to conduct the field tasting activi-
ties. One paraprofessional served as a teacher aide in the mobile classroom,
and eight paraprofessionals were used for home visitors. Time expended by
all personnel and cooperating agencies participating in the field testing
activities are shown in Table II.

Cooperating agencies furnisned vital services for installing and con-
ducting the field test. Local pcwer companies jnstalled power outlets. The
West Virginia_State Department of Education .furnished funds to provide snaéks
for children in the mobile classroom. Local employment agencies assisted in-
recruiting and interviewing paraprofessionals. Local school systems assisted
in identifying groups of students, and one school system furnished the mobile}
classroom teacher through contract to the Laboratory.

In addition.to program personnel as reflected in Table II, one full~-
time coordinator of the program and a one-half time secretary was maintained
in the central staff of the Laboratory. Those positions have been maintained
throughout the development of the Early Childhood Education Program and devote
time to all three program components.

Additional program effort expended in operation included the provision

of three weeks of inservice training for paraprofessionals prior to the

e




Table II

Program Effort Expressed in Terms of Operational Requirements

Program Component

Television

Home Visitation

Mobile Classroom

Classification

Personnel

Professional Time
Production Assistance
Clerical Time
Consultant Time

Cooperating Agencies

Personnel

Professional Time
Paraprofessional Time
Clerical Time
Consultant Time

Cooperating Agencies

Personnel

Professional Time
Paraprofessional Time
Clerical Time

Cooperating Agencies

Requirements

Curriculum Materials
Coordinator
Program Manager
On-Camera Teacher
Two Research Teachers
Artist-Photographer
Production Assistant
Secretary Consultants

11,520 man hours
1,920 man hours
1,920 man hours

120 man hours

Television Station
TV Production Studio

L]

Field Activity Coordinator*
Eight. Paraprofessionals

Secretary¥*
Consultants

960 man hours
12,600 man hours
960 man hours
136 man hours

Local Employment Agency
Local School Systems

Field Activity Coordinator*

Mobile Classroom Teacher
Mcbile Classroom Aide
Secretary*

2,880 man hours

1,600 man hours
960 man hours

Power Companies

State Department of Education

Local Employment Agency
Local School Systems

*Time divided one-half between Mobile Classroom and Home Visitation.
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initiation of field activities. Two weeks were devoted to an introduction of
curriculum materials and the third week to sensitivity training and interview
techniques. One afternoon per week during the entire year was spent by members
of the curriculum materials team with the home visitors as mutual inservice
training for both groups. All time used for inservice training is accounted
for in Table II.

Questisn 5 in the evaluation plan dealt with operaticnal costs. These
are omitted here put are presented in the Cost Analysis section of this report.

A final note on operational requirements: Although no systematic data
were collected and analyzed on the subject, specific féedback devices did exist
to achieve congruency of behavioral objectives, television lessons, and sup-
porting instructicnal materials during the first year field test. Obviously,
too, such monitoring techniques were valuable inputcs in the process of assign-
ing priorities to various objectives. A complete description of this monitor-

ing-feedback activity is presented in Appalachia Pre-school Program: A

Process, First Year Report.

Maintenance

Questions were included in the evaluation plan aimed at determining
the effort required to maintain the equipment and facilities required for oper-
ation of the program. Equipment associated with the TV lesson production was
maintained as a part of the lease with the TV studio where programs were pro-
duced and the station where the programs were transmitted. Minor equipment
such as movie cameras were maintained by the curriculum materials team
photographer.

Mobile classroom facility maintenance was covered by an agreement with
the local dealer from which the equipment was purchased; terms specified that

the equipment be made available to the dealer one afternoon per week for the
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purpose of routine maintenance checks and repair as needed; the dealer also
provided an on-call emergency service in caée of breakdowns. (In the West
Virginia program this was a Guzidian Maintenance Agreement through Raleigh
Motors, the loccal Intermational dealer.) Maintenance of the media equip-
ment and otﬁer specialized equipment in the mobile classroom were the
responsibility of the teacher.

From one year's operation in West Virginia, $40 per week for 40‘weeks
was estimated for covering repair, routine maintenance, and gasoline costs.
Insurance and license fees amounted to an additional $900. fThis §2,500 is
the total estimated annual operating cost for the mobile classroom.

No criteria were defined for establishing a firm amortization table
for the major equipment items. A very conservative five-year estimated amor-

tization schedule is used in a subsequent section of this report.

Program Performance
Program performance was defined theoretically as learning which occurred
in the target population--=3-, 4-, and 5-ye$r-old children--as a result of the
AEL Early Childhood Education Program. Learning was categorized according to
language, cognition, psychomotor, orienting and attending, and affective. The
first four catzgories were used for conceptualizing the behavioral objectives
for the program.1 The affective category was added after initiation of the
field test. For the year's field test, leazrning in the language and ¢ogni-

tive areas was studied.

Language was defined operationally as responses to the Illinois Test of

Psycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA) and responses to silent movies designed to

encourage language production. Cognition was defined operationally as responses

Iprank H. Hooper and William H. Marshall, The Initial Phase of a Pre-
school Curriculum Development Project. {Charleston: Appalachia Educational
Laboratory, Research and Information Center, 1968), pp. 97-197.
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to the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) and responses to the Appalachian

Preschool Test of Cognitive Skills, a picture test similar in fcrmat to the

PPVT and the ITPA. Intelligence was included in the category of cognition.
Interest was defined operationally as responses to an attitude checklist
developed by AEL staff and responses reflected in anecdotal records taken dur-
ing the year.

Since the early childhood program was home-oriented, the parents were
considered a secondary target population. Learning on the part of parents
was categorized according éo interest, attitude, and motivation. Interest and
attitudes werc defined operationally as responses on individual items in an
attitudz checklist and a parent attitude questionnaire developed by the AEL
evaluation staff. Motivation was defined theoretically as sustained level of
attitude and/or interest and operationally as the average response to all
items on the attit:xde checklist.

Additional data were collected aimed at measuring'program performance
in terms of the general attitude and role acceptance of the mobile classroom

teacher and paraprofessionals. Attitude was defined operationally as responses

recorded during an intervisw schedule and theoretically as readiness to re-

spond (mental set) at the time they were confronted with the instruments.
The program performance inquiry was guided by eight gquestions Qn stu-

dent performance, six questions on parental performance, five questions on

paraprofessional performance, and four questions on mobile classroom teacher

performance.

Student Performance

Interest level. The interest level of children started high and re-

mained reascnably high for the duration of the first year. There was a slight

decline, however, from the beginning to the end of the year. The mean attitudinal
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response was 0.74, on a scale of 0.00~1.00, at the beginning of the.year and
0.53 at the end, a mean difference of 0.21. A detailed analysis of interest
level is contained in Appendix B; however, only partial data were available
for this analysis.

A separate question in the evaluation plan sought to determine student
interést in the television lessons only. Data were taken from the anecdotal 4
records of home visitors, based on the 300 children in the total péckage group
and the TV and home visitation group. Measurements were based on a ratio of

positive to negative comments pertaining solely to the television lesson on

RTINS

a week-to-week basis. The interest remained relatively constant for the year.
On a scale of 0.00~8.00, the positive to negative ratio rangeﬁ from
1.21 for 3-year-olds to 1.89 for 4-year~olds to 2.17 for 5-year-clids. See

Figure 1 of Appendix B for the detailed analysis.

Intelligence level. Intelligence was defined theoretically as the ex-~

tent. to which children could correctly recognige pictures and was defined

operationally as responses to the Peahody Picture Vocabulary Test. It was

assumed that verhal ability was directly and positively correlated with intel-
ligence. The general intelligence level of 3-, 4-, and 5-year-old children
did increase significantly. However, the data did not support any contention
that the ECE program contributed to the increase in general intelligence.

There was a gain of approximately 8.4 IQ units among all treatment groups in

the six-month period. Of the four treatment groups, the group that ordinarily
would have been expected to gain least because of no exposure actually gained
the most. A detailed analysis is included in Appendix C; however, only partial

data were available for this analysis.
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Growth in language development of 3-, 4-, and 5-year-old children. A

qualified yes can be given to the question on growth in language develépment.

Preeand post-test using the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities was

used to measure the operational gain in language development. The pretest,
however, was administered 60 days after the beginning of the field test.
The ITPA consists of the following 12 subtests: 4

1. Auditory reception

2. Vigual reception

3. Auditory/vocal association

4. Visual/motor association

5. Verbal expression (vocal encoding) )
6. Manual expression (motor encoding) j
7. Grammatic closure

8. Supplementary test l--auditory closure
9. Supplementary test 2--sound blending
10. Visual closure
11. Auditory sequential memory

12, Visual sequential memory

Supplementary test 1, auditory closure, and supplementary test 2, gound
blending, were not used for this study.
Only Subtest 5, verbal -expression, was directly related to the behavioral

objectives sought during the year. The objectives were:

1. To identify and describe an object in terms of its physical
characteristics.

2, T¢ identify and describe an object in terms of its function.
3. To identify and describe an object in terms of its location.

Instruction aimed at these objectives was given during the last two months of

.

the vear.
Subtest 5 measures the child's ability to express his own concepts ver-

bally. According to the authors, it will:
o
Assess the ability of the child to express his own concepts vocally.

The child is shown four familiar objects one at a time (a ball, a
block, an envelore&, and a button} and is asked, "Tell me all about

-~
o

-
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this." The score is the number of discrete, relevant, and approxi-
mately factual concepts expressed.2

Data presented in Table III indicatie that children receiving all three

program components scored significantly higher than the two other treatment

groups and the control group.

Tablz IIX

Gaine in Verhal Expression

Groups Units Gain

Television, Home Visits, and

Mobile Classroom 4.37
Televisicn and Home Visits 0.05
Television ' 1.41
Control 1.63

Gains reflected on other subtests were erratic, probably because they
were not directly related to language objectives used in the first year. A
detailed repor%t is included in Appendix p. The data were insufficient for a

comprehensive analysis.

Language development in S5-year-old children. This study of language
development was conducted under the auspices of Dr. Williom J, Griffin at the
Institute on Schocl Learning and Individual Differences at George Peabcdy
College for Teachers in Nashville, Tennessee. The AEL staff collected data
on the 3-, 4-, and S-year-old children in the target population, and the com;
parison was made with 5-year-old children in a Tennessee kindergarten. The

following conclusions were reported:

2samuel A. Kirk, James J. McCarthy, and Winifred D. Kirk, Examiners
Manual Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (Urbana: The Board of
Trustees of the University of Illinois, 1968), p. 11.

i
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l. The language sample studied réflécted a lack of fluency
in children who produced them.

2. The 5~year-olds in the AEL sample generally exploited the |
syntactic resource of the language as proficiently as did :
the conventional kindergarten children.

Al el

This evaluation report, including the purpose of the study, the sam-
ling analysis, an explanation of the analycis, processing and repofting of
the data, interpretation, and conclusions, is included in Appendix E. 'Again,

only partial data were available for this analysis.

Cognitive growth. Cognition was defined theoretically as the ability

of a child to recognize numbers and symbols correctly and to make associations.
Operationally it is defined as responses to a 95-item test developed gpecifi-
cally for the AEL program curriculum. Of the 95 items, children receiving TV,
mobile classroom instruction, and home visitation and the group receiving TV

and home visits responded correctly to 45 per cent of the items; whereas, the
other two éroups responded correctly to only 33 per cent. This difference repre-
sented an estimated 36 per cent gain in cognitive behavior. However, there was
no significant difference between the TV, home visitor, and classroom group and
the TV and home visitor group; but there was a significant difference in the TV

(only) group over the control group. See Appendix F for the detailed analysis.

General. Two other attumpts were made to assess general program per=
formance. An effort was made to determine the separate and inter@épendent
effects on language development and cognition of television instruction, home
visitation, and mobile classroom instruction. Only partial data were avail-
able. Also, a study was made of the process of reporting pupil reactions and
incorporating them in subsequent program activities.

Several factors contributed to the difficulty of assessing the compo-
nent influences on langﬁége and cognitive development. The mobile classroom

was used for only the last four months and its basic function was to
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strengthen orienting and attending skills. There is some suggestion thait TV
viewing and mobile classroom attendance were negatively inéeractive. For ex-
ample, it is possible that parents of the children in the mobile classroom
treatment group took less in-home interest iﬁ their children on thé assump-
tion that the mobile classroom experience was instructionally adequate. Con-
versely, it is possible that parents of children in the television-plus~home
visit treatment group increased their levels of involvement because there was
no concern about doing something that would not be pleasing to the teacher.
An equally plausible explanation is that parents increased their involvement
levels in an unconscious or intentional effort to compensate for the missing
mobile classroom experience in the lives of their children.

The data did indicate, however, that the 30=minute dailyv television did
have a true effect on cognitive behavior and that the weekly half-hour home
visit had an additional effect. No additive effect was produced on cognitive
behavior by the mobile classroom, but a significant effect was discerned in
growth in verbal expression with the addition of the mobile classroom.

Relative to feedback from home visitors on pupil reactions, a weexly
report was submitted on each child. These reports were studied in program
planning sessions twice per week. Program adjustments were made as quickly
as possible. For examplé, evidence in November of 1968 indicated that the
interest of 5~year-olds was lagging, appa?ently because programs were geared
more toward 3- and 4-year-olds. A successful adjustment was made by December.
Experience indicated that it took approximately one month to incorporate cor-

rective feedback into program production.

Parent Periormance

Program performance based on parent participation in the program was

measured in terms of general parent interest and cooperation, parent motivation

-y
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as determined by attitude toward several aspects of the program, and parent

asseéssment of their children's behavior resulting from participation in the

program. It was considered, however, that only partial data were available

for tlLa assessment of any of these results.

Parent interest. General parent interest was based on a week-to-week

assessment of attitude toward the "home visit" and attitude toward the "ECE
program.” Parent interest virtually paralleled the interest registered for
the children, It is acknowledged that the home visitor "filtered" these re-
sponses of parents just as parente undoubtedly filtered children's reactione.

The detailed analysis is contained in Appendix B.

Parent motivation. The level of parent motivation was recorded in

terms of the year-long average, attitudes toward Separate components of the
program, and the variation in attitude in accordance with the addition of
components. The operational definition of motivation level was the combined
average for all nine items on the attitude checklist scale pertaining to par-
ents as recorded by the home visitors. i fairly stable year-long average of
0.76 on a scale of 0.0C~1.00 was recorded.

The as#essment of parent attitude toward the home visitation and mobile
classroom components is shown in Table 1V, page 17.

Home visitors rated parental attitude toward television lessons (.74 on
a 0.00-1.00 scale. Table V, pPage 17, shows the percentages of children and
parents who watched TV lessons four and five days per week by treatment groups.

Data in Table Vv indicate that parent interest in TV lessons was defi-
nitely stimulated by the activitf of the home visitor. The mobile classroom,
however, appeared to have no effect on television lesson interest.

A further attempt was made to determine general parent motivational

level in relation to program components. Inferences were drawn from parent

PR S o s b i e e i e Y e et e i < s e b s e % e e 4 a




17

Table IV

Parent Attitude ‘ow>rd Home Visitation and Mobile Classroom Components
of the Early Childhood Education Program

Program Component Source and Type of Data Per Cent Response
Home Visitation Parent responcse: home visitor should 96

visit home once a week to be most

effective.

Parent response: materials left by 89

hceme visitor were either "excellent"”
or "“very good."

Parent response: home visitor ex- 89
plained materials "excellent"” or

"very good."

Home visitor: positive attitude of 80

parents toward materials.

Mooile Classroom Parent response: child talks about 96
things done in mobile classroom.

Parent response:- parent had opportun- 70
ity to visit mobile classroom.

Table V

Percentages of Children and Parents Who Watched Television Lessons
Four and Five Days Per Week by Treatment Groups

Per Cent Watching

Treatment Group Days Per Week Parents Children
TV, Home Visits 5 23 41
and Mobile Classroom 4 41 42
Television and 5 27 47
Home Visitation 4 29 35
Television 5 10 20
4 17 24

e w— e Camet e
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responses on the attitude questionnaire completed by parents. A significantly
higher percentage of parents participating in the program where all three com-
ponents were used gave positive responses to most of the questions pertaining
to behavioral change in the child or in total family than the parents whose
children received only television instruction. The second highest response
came from the group receiving television instruction and home visitation.

In summarxy, the highest positive influence on parents seemed to come
from home visitations. However, it must be recognized that a degree of empathy
developed between parents and home visitors that could have influenced parent
responses to itemg in the questionnaire. Also, as indicated in Appendix G,
those factors which are mor2 conducive to desired behavigral changes (residence
owned or rented, schooling of parents, etc.) were more prevalent in the group
receiving all three components of the program than in the group receiving only

two.

Parent assessment of children's behavior. A decide@ majority of parents

indicated that they had observed a difference in the behavior of their children

since enrolling in the program. Responses to six subquestions contained in

Appendix H are shown in Table VI,

Table VI

Parent Observations of Changes in Children's Behavior

Per Cent of Parents

Behavior Observed by Parents. Responding Yes
Plays better with other children 82
Expresses himself better 89
More aware of things around him 89
More able to do things for himself 20 ’
Less shy around adults 83

More able to follow instructions 91

A
E
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Performance of Home Visitors

Performance of home visitors was defined theoretically as the role
they played in the program and the attitude they held concerning their role.
Responses to a Home Visitor Questionnaire and a Home Visitor Survey were used
as the operational definitions of their role and attitude. Questions dealt
with relationships with parents and children, feelings about their wvital part
in the program, their relationships with other program components and compc-
nent persomnel, and their personal criticisms of the program. Sufficient data
to reach conclusive answers were available only on home visitor's feeling
about their wvital role in the program.

Responses of home visitors indicated that they spent a slightly greater
amount of time with parents than with children. See questions II and IV of
HVQ in Appendix I.

Home visitors, as reflected by the tabulation in Appendix I, définitely
feel that they periorm a vital role in the operation of the program.

Only inferences are possible relative to the relationship of home visi-~
tors to other program personnel. Responses to Question III, Appendix I, were
positive relative to mobile classroom personnel. One home visitor expressed
some negative attitudes toward TV lesson production methods, and one decidedly
hostile remark was made in response to Queséion 7 of the Home Visitor
Questionnaire.

Questions 2, 3, 4, 5, and 7 of the Home Visitors Survey provided oppor-
tunity to appraise the eﬂucational program. Prominent criticisms, with num-
bers of home visitors shown in parentheses, were as follows:

1. Too much testing (4).

2. The feedback questionnaire (7). Some requested that it be

simplified, some that it be eliminated altogether, and some
that less writing be required.
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3. Weekly trips required for meeting in central {Beckley,
W. vVa.) office (4) . ‘Three wished for a mee“ing every
two weeks, and one asked for monthly meetings.

4. Too many review TV programs (3).

5. Travel problems on winter roads (3).

6. Home visitor training (4). The three-week preliminary
training session was disliked. Seven of the eight indi-

cated that subsequertc training programs consist of
traveling in the {ield with an experienced home visitor.

.y -

Mobile Classroom Teacher Performance

No data vere collected for the four questions on this phase of the eval-

uation plar.

Program Performance’ Pervasiveness
Program performance pervasiveness is defined theoretically as the base
for diffusing the Early Childhocod Education Program. Prooram gsiiormance per-
vasiveness is defined operationally as the number and type of individﬁals

that can Bé affected by operation of the program.

; The pervasiveness of a program under developmént, especially a program
such as the AEL Early Childhood Education Program, may be very different than
the program when made operational. The AEL Early Childhood Education Program
is designed to operate on a regional basis encompassing several school Sys-
tems. The television lessons broadcast from the Oak Hill station have been
reaching homes over an eight-county area of sauthern West Virginia. For
development purposes, however, the mobile classrooﬁ and hore visitation com-
ponents have been extended to the number of youngsters required to try the
program and conduct sufficient evaluation of it--approximately 300 children
for home visitation and 150 for mobile classroom instruction. To determine
program pervasiveness, however, all three components must be adjusted to the

most appropriate interface. The program is :onsidered to be a unified set of
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activities comprised of television instruction, home visitation, and mobile
classroom instruction. The program is not designed to operate in less than
one region; and for optimum conditions for operation, it should be conducted
in several regions simultaneously--even on a state or multi-state basis.

In this report program performance pervasiveness will be predicated on
the eight-county area in southern West Virginia in the Oak Hill television
broadcast area. Data for tﬁe report have been collected on the numbers of
preschool children and parents of preschool children in the area; the number
of school systems and school personnel in the area; and the socioeconomic

status of the por. ..ion in the area.

Counties, School Systems, and School Tersonnel

.m.: '‘eight counties falling within the Oak Hill television viewing area

are:
Fayette®* Mercer*
Raleigh* Wyoming
Monroe McDowell
Nicholas Summers?*

Field trial units are located in those counties marked with an asterisk.
There is one public school district, coterminous with the county boun-
dary, operated in each county. According to the West Virginia 196768 Edu~-
cation Directorv, there were 374 administrators--superintendents, principals,
and supervisois--employed in the eight school systems. There were 489 first-

grade teachers euwpioyed in the area.

Socioeconomic Status of Population

Eight criteria were used to rate the socioeconomic status of the eight-
county area. Data were based on 1960 census information. Table VII, page 22,
presents the data by each criterion, for the United States, West Virginia, and

the eight-county area.
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Table VII

Census Data for the United States, West Virginia, and
an Eight-County Area of Southern West Virginia

Eight-
Census Criteria United States W. Va. County Area
Population per square mile 51 77 - 87
Population change (1950-60) 18% -7% ~17%
Urban -population 70% 38% 20%
Adults age 25 and over completed -
high schezi 41% 31% 23s;
White collar workers 41% 36% 33%
Manufacturing workers 27% 23% 10%
Median family income $56560 $4572 $3876

Children and Parents Served

Based on the best census data available and first grade earollments in
the eight-county area, it is estimated that there are 50,000 preschool chil-
dren, age 0-5, of which approximately 25,000 are 3, 4, and 5 years of age.
Based on a study group sample there were0.84 families per child which if pro-
jected to the eight-county area would suggest that approximately 21,470 fami-
lies would be affected. In‘the sample group, 21 per cent of the families
had both parents in the home, suggesting that a total of 40,578 parenks poten-

tially could be involved in the program.

Program Cost Analysis
Two useful cost analyses may be made with regard to the AEL Early
Childhcod Education Program. Expenditures for the field test of the program
during the 1968~69 school year, of course, represent developmental costs and
may or may not bear significant relationships to the costs of the program

under operational conditions. For purposes of this report, therefore,
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expenditures will be reported for the 1968-69 field test of the program which

are considered develogmental costs. These costs correspond to program effort
~

-

reported in the f%;gt”section. Then operational costs of the program will be
projecteé/ggséd on the performance pervasiveness of the program as discussed
-~

in the previous section. After these presentations and analyses, implications

will be described for school system operation and support of the program.

Development Costs

Development costs included in this report cover 1968-69 field test
activities only as reported in the Program Effort section. An amount of
approximately $68,600 expended for background research and the development of
learning objectives prior to initiation of the field test are not included.

No attempt is made to derive a per pupil cost based on expenditures for devel;
opment; for, as previously explained: (1) television instruction was avail-
able to approximately 25,000 youngsters even though only 450 of these youﬁg-

‘

sters were included in the field test; and (2) approximately 300 children

were provided home visits while only 150 would have been needed to serve the

_single treatment group receiving the three-component program.

Expenditures were maintained separately for television instruction,
home visitation, and mobile classroom instruction. Amounts by program com-

ponents were as follows:

Television Component - $150,680
Home Visitation Component $ 53,165
Mobile Classroom Component $ 58,709

Line item expenditures by program components are presented in Table VIII,

page 24.

Operational Costs

Operational costs projected here are based upon expenditures during the

first year of field testing but adjusted to program performance Pervasiveness
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Table VIII

Developmental Costs of the Early Childhood Education Program
During the 1968-69 Field Test

Program Component Item of Program Effort ' Expenditures
Television Professional Personnel $76,420
Production Assistarnce 1,530
Consultants 1,500
Secretarial 6,090
Production Studio 23,000
Broadcast Station 4,200
Equipment 14,440
Supplies _ 17,500
Travel 6,000
Component Total $150,680
Home Visitation Professional Personnel $12,845
Paraprofessionals 27,000
Consultants 1,700
Secretarial 3,320
Office Space 2,300
Travel 6,000
Component Total ' $ 53,165
Mobile Classroom Professional Personnel $23,985
Paraprofessional 3,375
Secretarial 3,320
i Mobile Classroom 20,329
% Power Connections 1,500
§ Classroom Operation and
3 Maintenance 2,500
;
é Power Supply 400
E“
E Office Space 2,300
' Travel 1,000
Component Total $ 58,709
PROGRAM TOTAL $262,554
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described in the preceding section. Operational costs are based upon service
of the program to 25,000 three-, four-, and five+year-old children estimated
for the eight counties incorporating the field testing site.

As indicated previously, television lesson broadcasts covered the total

area; therefore, no significant increase in this component cost would be re-

quired under operational conditions. Based, however, on the use of one mobile
classroom unit-~-classroom, teacher, and aide--for each 150 children, 167 units
would be required to serve the 25,000 pupil population. For the home visita-~
tion component, based upon four home visitors for each 150 pupils (group per
mobile classroom unit), a total of 668 paraprofessionals would be required

to perform home visits to 25,000 youngsters in the area. Estimated expendi-

tures based upon this application are presented in Table IX, page 26.

It is important to recognize that data included in Table IX are based
on a first-year field test only. The data can be refined considerably during

the second and third years of field testing. Some estimates can be reduced; 3

others no doubt will be increased. At least two additional positions are
needed in tne curriculum materials team, and much larger volumes of materials
would be required for program operation serving 25,000 youngsters. In the
category of equipment for TV lesson production, the developmental effért i;
being conducted using rental equipment primarily. If the program were made
operational, especially on a large scale, it would be.more economical t; build,
equip, and operate studio facilities. Also, it is recognized that if capital
outlay expenditures were excluded from current operating expenses, as 1s cus-~
tomary in expenditure classifications for public school operation, operating

expenses as reflected in Table IX would be reduced.

Calculations for expenditures for the mobile classroom component were
based upon 150 students per classroom unit. Experience indicates that a

mobile classroom unit may be capable of serving up to 200 pupils. Under
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Table IX

Estimated Annual Costs for Operation of Early Childhood Education
Program in Eight-County Area for 25,000 Children

Prcgram Component

Television

Home Visitation

Mobile Classroom

.~ Basis for Estimate

Equipment acquisition and instal-

lation as shown in Table I, page
5, and personnel and consultant
time as shown in Table II, page 7.

668 paraprofessionals and other
personnel requirements as reflec~
ted in Table II, page 7. Also
field office facilities and travel
for home visitation.

167 mobile classrooms and equip-
ment as shown in Table I, page 5;
1,670 power connections; field
office; and mobile classrcom oper-
ation and maintenance. 167 mobile
classroom teachers and aides and
other personnel time as reflected
in Table II, page 7.

TOTAL

26
Per Pupil
Total Cost Cost
$137,628 $5.50
$2,740,565 $10S.62
$3,655,725 $146.23
$261.35

$6,533,918
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operating conditions the mobile classroom unit would move much shorter dis-
tances between stops, and in some cases two and three groups of students might
be served in one location. Service to more pupils per unit and reduced oper-
ating and maintenance costs woﬁld reduce per pupil costs for the mobile
classroom‘component. Also, the unit cost of the mobile classroom can be re-
duced considerably when purchased in quantity.

The basis for calculating the number of home visitors was four for each
150 youngsters--the number served by one mobile classroom. Experience also
indicates that four home visitors are capable of serving slightly more than
this number. This would be more nearly true under operating conditions where
families and groups were located more closely together, and obviously this

would reduce the cost of travel for home visitors.

Estimated Cost by School System

Were the AFL Early Childhood Education Program made operational, costs
of the program would fall on individual school systems. Although the program
would necessarily be operated jointly by them, each county school system
should be responsible for its per pupil sugport of the program. This is not
to say that support of the program should be derived from county revenues;
they might be local, state, federal, or any source of funds or é combination
of these, but the per pupil cost should be established on the eight-county
basis with each school system participating according to its number of stu-
dents. Based upon per pupil costs reflected in Table IX, pége 26, the esti-

mated annual cost of the program by county would be as shown in Table X,

page 28.
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Tah'.‘ ~ X

Estimated Annual Cost of the AEL Early Childhood Education
Program by County School System

Number of 3-, 4-, and

School System 5-year-old Children Estimated Cost
Fayette 4,350 $1,136,872
Raleigh 5,490 1,434,811
Monroe 690 180,331
Nicholas 1,860 486,111 -
Mercer 4,560 ' 1,191,756
Wyoming 2,880 752,688
McDowell 4,740 1,238,800
Summers 290 258,737

TOTAL 25,560 . $6,680,106

Evaluation Synthesis

Far overshadowing all other factors in the first-year evaluation of
the AEL Early Childhood Education Program was the demonstrated,complexity of
planning, designing, testing, monitoring, and modifying an alternative edu-
cation program for young children. The establishment of formative evaluation
procedures and instrumentalities consumed enormous resources, and yet this
first-generation effort was probably no more than a crude approximation of
future procedures. The management expertise required to coordinate, super-
vise, and direct the thf;;-component program vigorously tested the institu-
tional reservoir of managerial skills. Based upon the year's experience, it
is highly probable that program evaluative and managerial requirements will

increase rather than diminish in the second and third year tests. The
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availability of funds to meet these requirements will be crucial to the total
program development effort.
The firsteyear evaluation of this program was cast on four dimensions: ]

l. Program Effort é

What types and quantities of resources were necessary to '
operate the program? '

4. Program Performance

What was the program effect on the primary and secondary
target population? '

3. Program Pervasiveness

Who and how many individuals could be affected by a typical
program built along the dimensions of the development model?

4. Program Costs

What are the probable operational costs of a typical pro-
gram constructed along dimensions of the development model?

The questicn of program performance is central to all other considera-
tions. If ; useful outcome cannot be reliably produced in specified target.
groups, then.effort. costs, and exportability are irrlevant. How well, then,
did the primary target group--3-, 4-, and S-year-old children--achieve pro-
gram objectives? In summary:

® The evidence suggested that the television lessons and
home visitations had a true positive effect on the cogni-

tive development of the children. The data did not support
a similar conclusion for the mobile classroom.

¢ In language developnené (verbal expression), children in the
three-componenf. program scored significantly higher than
other treatment groups ard the control group.

Other findings indirectly related to pupil achievement include:
® Children's interest in the program was relatively high for
the year with only a slight decline over the nine-month

period.

& Older children tended to like the television lessons better
than younger children.

|
|
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¢ No claim can be made that the program improves jintelli-
gence measures of children.

@ Parental interest in the program paralleled the children's
interest.

@ Parental motivation was high and fairly staBle throughout
the year.

s The home visitors contributed significantly to the moti-
vations of parents.

Baseline program pervasiveness data would suggest that an operational
program in southern West Virginia fleshed out along the dimensions of the cur-

rent development model wovld affect eight school systems, 374 school adminis-

trators, 489 first-grade teachers, 21,470 families, and 25,000 three-, four-,
and five-year~old children. The effort required for such a program would
necessitate an annual outlay of $137,628 for adequate television hardware-
personnel capability; $2,740,565 for 668 paraprofessionals and other personnel

required to perform home visitation services; and $3,655,725 for 167 equipped

mobile classrooms, teachers and aides, and miscellaneous support services.
The total annual cost would be $6,553,918 or $261.35 per pupil.

A caveat: All program effort, performance, pervasiveness, and cost
data should be considered tentative until confirmed or rejected by the gche-
duled second and third year field tests. The estimation of operational costs
from development costs is8 particularly hazardous and may be subject to gross
error correction with subsequent field testing.

In summary, first-year data suggest:

8 Children to learn specified behaviors, and this learning
is associated with a systematic program.

® The program costs 50 per cent less per year than educating
a child in a conventional classroom.

U o U - t——
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Appendix A

EVALUATION PLAN FOR
AEL EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION
FOR CONTRACT YEAR 1969

APRIL 29, 1969

James T. Ranson

Appalachia Educational Laboratory
P. O. Box 1348
Charleston, West Virginia
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Contract Year 1969
Evaluation Plan for Appalachia Educational Laboratory
Program for Early Childhood Education

Introduction

The ¢ valuation strateqgy of the Appalachia Educational Lab-
oratory includes formative evaluation, summative evaluafion,
and pay-off evaluation. There are three¢ phases of formative
evaluation, i.e., context, input, and process. The Early child-
hood Education program has passed through the context and input
phases. The outcome of formative context evaluation was a
decision that the need existed for an enriched educational en-
vironment for Appalachian preschool children. The outcome of
the formative input evaluation was a decision to use a combina-
tion of television, paraprofessionals, a mobile ciassroom; and
a specially developed curriculum to provide a home-oriented
preschool. program. Decision concerning the feasibility of the
proposed preschool program will result from the formative process
evaluation. The result of the summative evaluation will be a
decisior. concerning the quality of the program and the effective-
hness of the program. The Escly Childhcod Education plan is'

designed for formative and summative process evaluation.

The Early Childhood Education program became operative
September 1968 and is scheduled to terminate September 1971,
spanning four contract years. Three major evaluation events are
scheduled--September 1969, September 1970, and September 1971.
The Early Childhood Education evaluation is organized to support

these three evaluation events. The first evaluation event,
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September 1961, will be a documentation of decisioﬂs and changes ]
made during the first year's operation, and those changes judged :
to be necessary for the second year's operation. The second
evaluation event, September 1970, will be a documentation of
the revis  ons and modifications made during the first two years’
operations and those proposed for the third year's operation.
Finally, the third evaluation event will be a documentation of ]
the results of three vears' evaluation activities (i.e., summative

evaluation).

For contract year 1969 the Early Childhood evaluation 1
activities are designed to (1) provide information concerning f

the program installation, operation and maintenance; (2) identify,

develop and refine preschool children's performance measures in
the areas of language .uevelopment and cognition for the second
year's evaluation; and, (3) collect base~line data for the

summative evaluation.

The evaluation design is organized according to role definition,
data collection, data organization, data analysis, information

recording, and managing the evaluation activities.

Y. EVALUATION ROLE FOR EARLY CHYLDHOOD EDUCATION. _The evaluation
role is defined by the critical decision-makers, the critical
decision situations, and the criteria utilized in making the
decisions.

A. Decision-Makers. There are three groups of AEL decision-

makers--Program, Field, and Evaluation. They are:

|1
P




AR T

3

1. Program - Mr. Roy Alford, Mr. Don Nelson, Dr. William
Bost.
2. Field - Mr. Roy Alford, Dr. Robert Childers.

3. Evaluation - Dr. James Ranson, Dr. Robert Childers,
Mr. Kee Chang.

Decision Situations. There are five categories of decision

situations to which the decision-makers will address them-
selves: effort, performance, pervasiveness, efficiency, and
a synthesis of the previous four categories.

l. Program Effort. The program effort decision situation is

characterized by assessing the installation, operation

and maintenance in terms of time, cost, and personnel.

The following questions will define the Early Childhood
Education effort decision situation:

a. Installation. Answers to questions relative to this

area will help establish a basis for determining how

much effort is required to prepare for operation.

1) How many major pieces of equipment are required
for each of the three components of the program?

2) What is the cost of the equipment in terms of
the program components and total program cost?

3) What facilities are necessary for housing the
Early Childhood Education program?

4) What local school, church, or other community
facilities are required and what modifications,
if any, are needed?

5) How much time is required for installing the

program?




6)

7)

Who is responsible for providing installation
personnel and what personnel are required?
what, if any, are the legal requirements for

installing the Early Childhood Education program?

o. Operation. Answers to questions relative to this

1)
2)

3}

4)

5)

6)

7)

in terms of personnel and financial requirements.

c. Maintenance. Answers to questions relative to this

area will help establish a i asis for deter:rining the

effort required for operating under field conditions

How much field managerial effort is required?

How many and what types of agencies are reéuired
for operation?

How many field man~hours ére required to operate
the program?

What preservice and inservice programs (with their
respective intrinsic evaluations) are necessary ]
for operation? ]
How are costs associated with questions 1) through }

4) to be accounted for?

Are the video tape recordings and other related

materials consistent with the behavioral objectives?

How are the priorities assigned to the behavioral

objectives?

1}

area will help establish a basis for determining how

much effort is required to maintain the program.

what procedures have been worked out for maintaining

the equipment?




2) Wwhat costs have been projected for maintaining
the mobile classroom equipment?

3) How will the equipment be amortized?

~rogram Feriormance. Answers to questions in the pre-

ceding section will provide a basis for evaluating the
effort required to install, operate and maintain the
program. This section presents a series of questions
pertaining to the results of the effort. The performance
questions are organized according to students, parents,
paraprofessionals, and mobile classroom teacher.

a. Student performance. For this contract year these

questions will be restricted to language development
and cognition areas. The social development and
psychomotor areas will be assessed during contract
year 1970. This schedule was adopted for the
following reasons:

First, the curriculum development team needed
time to become acquainted with developing the video
tape recordings for television broadcast and other
ancillary materials. It was assumed that one year
was sufficient time for most major revisions to be
made. |

Second, the mobile e¢lassroom was not available
for the first four months operation, thus the major
thrust for teaching social development and psycho-
motor skills was not a part of the program for 44%

of the time for the first year.




Third, resources for developing curriculum

specific measures (or adapting existing measures)

in the social and psychomotor domains were un-
available in time for the first'year's evaluation.
The program is based on behavioral objectives re-

guiring curriculum specific measures. Experience

was needed for assigning priorities to the behavioral
4 objectives for which television broadcast and

ancillary materials would be development. Accordingly,

for contract year 196%, answers to the following

questions will be sought:

l) Can the interest level for 3, 4, and 5 year old
children be maintained with essentially the same
program?

2) Does the general intelligence level of the 3, 4

and 5 year old children increase significantly?

3) What is the status of the language development of
the 3, 4, and 5 year olé children in the study?

4) Is there any significant growth in language

é development for the first year's operation on the

) part of 3, 4, and 5 year old children?

5) What is the extent of growth in the cognitive area

- T TR AL

during the first year's operation?
§ 6) Do the television programs instill and maintain

§ interest of the students?

7) How are pupil reactions incorporated into subsequent

program development?

S e i .
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8) To what extent does television, the para-

professionals, and the mobile classroom
contribute independently and in combination

to language development and cognition in 3, 4

T IE T ARETE TeY

and 5 year old children? (See Appendix B)

b. Parent performance. Questions concerning children's

parents will be confined to the affective area.
l) Does the program maintain parents' interest?

2) Do parents notice any difference in their

children's behavior since enrolling in the

E program?

f 3) what is the general attitude of parents toward
z the different components of the program?

% 4) What is the motivational level of the parents? :
‘ 5) Does parent motivation appear to vary with the

addition of the mobile classroom or the home

i .

visitor, or a combination of both?

6) How do fathers and mothers compare in participation

in the program?

- A Sl o S A

c. Paraprofessional performance. For this phase para-

professionals will provide data relative to general

attitude and acceptance of their roles.

l) Do the home visitors relate more to the children's
parents or to the children themselves when they
visit the homes?

2) What and how many major criticisms do the para-
professionals have concerning the educational

program?

A e e M et N et A P ok W aeky  wpirie  CRTR R
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3) Do the paraprofessionals feel that they are a
vital part of the operation?
4) How do the home visitors relate to the personnel

in the other program components?

d. Mobile classroom teacher performance. For this phase

answers to questions concerning the general attitude

and acceptance of the role in the program will be

sought.

1) Does the mobile classroom teacher involve the
children's parents in the mobile classroom
activities?

2) What and how many major criticisms does the
mobile classroom teacher have concerning the
educational program?

3) Does the mcbile classroom teacher see herself as
a vital part of the Early Childhood operation?

4) How does the mobile classroom teacher relate to

the personnel in the other program components?

3. Program performance pervasiveness. This decision situa-

tion will be defined by questions concerning the maximum
operation of the Early Childhood Education in field
locations. This can be thought of as the total popula-
tion which the program can potentially serve. Concern
is directed toward the total number of persons the pro-
gram can serve. The previous section concerned a sample

from the populatic..

a. How many 3, 4, and 5 year old children are there in




the area in which the program is operative?

b. How many parents in the area in whichk the program
is operative could be directly and/or indirectly J
involved? W
c. How many administrators, including principale and %
supervisors, are there in the area in which the J
program is operative? J
\ d. How many school systems are there in the area in
‘ which the program is operative?

‘ e. How many first grade teachers are there in the

v
il 3

\ operating area?
| f. What is the total population of children under six

| years of age in the area in which the program is

‘ operative?

g. What is socio-sconomic status of population? m

4. Program efficiency. This decision situation will be
defined by questions concerning the total cost of the

program effort in relation to the total number of

people involved in the area in which the program is

O A

operating. Efficiency, therefore, can be thought of ?

as a ratio of the amount of money or resources it takes

ar it Ararefayl ot Liab

‘ to operate the program to the output or performance that
‘ the program achieves.,
\ X a. What is the annual cost per pupil per year for

‘ operating the program?

‘ b. What is the annual cost per pupil for operating the
| television element of the program?

| €. What is the annual cost per pupil for operating the
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home visit element?
d. What is the annual cost per pupil for operating the
traveling classroom element of the program?

e. What is the annual cost per local school unit for

operating and maintaining the program?

5. Program synthesis. This decision situation is character-

ized by organizing the information generated in the
previous four categories for the purpose of making final
decisions concerning the first year;s operation of the
program. The decision-makers, identified in an earlier
section, will produce questions for this section upon
analysis of responses to previously stated questions.

The questions will pertain to modifications and revisions
in the program required for operation during the 1969-70

school year. !

C. Decision Criteria. This section will specify the criteria

for each of the decision situations outlined in the previous
section. The following criteria are directly related to
and organized bv the questions as cited in Section 1B.
1. Effort. The three categories of criteria for the
program effort are: |

a. Installation. Criteria concerning program installa-

tion are:
1) The number of pieces of équipment required to
operate the program.

2) The cost -.I the program equipment within each

of the three components and the total cost.

3) The amount of square feet required for offices,
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work space and storage.

4) The number of local school, church, or other
community facilities utiliced and the cost of
any necessary modifications.

5) The period of time from the day on which each
of the three program components was delive?ed
to the field site to the time in which it first
began operation.

6) Th; numﬁer of person({s) or agency(s) responsible
for identifying, selecting, employing, and
training personnel for the installation of the
program.

7) The number of laws pertaining to the legal opera-
tion and the number pertaining to enabling

legislation for the program.

b. Operation. Operation criteria are:

1) The number of people involved in managing the
program in the field, the amount df time they
devote to managing the operation, and the cost
of maraging the operation.

2) The number of agencies and the name of each
agency required for operating the program.

3) The number of man hours required to operate the

program.

4) There will be a separate document reporting on

é ' the consistency analysis (intrinsic evaluation).
5) The number of financial sources and the number

of budgets.




6)

7)

12
There will be a separate document reporting on
the inservice training for the home visitors
(intrinsic evaluation).
There will be a separate document in rank
ordering of objectives. Criteria will be derived

from these documents.

c. Maintenance. Maintenance criteria are:

1)

2)

3)

A description of the procedures used in maintaining
program equipment including individuals responsible
for such maintenance.

The amount of money in dollars.

A ratio of time projected for the equipment to be
used and the cost in dollars it takes to purchase,

maintain and operate the equipment.

2. Program performance. Program performance criteria are:

a. Student performance. Student performance criteria

are:

1)

.2)

3)

4)

5)

Three questions with a seven point scale.

Scores from the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

for intelligence.

Scores from the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic

Ability for status of language development.

The number of kernel sentences embedded in a
T-unit for growth in language development.

The number of behavioral objectivas correctly
demonstrated in a 70 (tentative numbe>) item
curriculum specific for acquisition of cognitive

concepts.

i iiiaadbial ik L
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6) The number of favorable comments gleaned from
the anecdotal records secured by the paraprofessionals
for how well children relate to the television
program.

7} The number of modifications made in a television
broadcast as a result of pupil reactions for how
well pupil reactions affect program development.

8) The numbex of kernel sentences in a T-unit and
the number of behawioral objectives successfulily

demonstrated in the curriculum specific test for

program components.

Parent performance. Parent performance criteria are:

l) Two gquestions each with a seven point scale for
parent interest.

2) The number of behavioral changes reported by
parents criterion for whether or not they notice
any difference in their children's behavior since
enrolling in the program.

3) The number of questions concerning the various

- components of the program for attitude of parents
toward the various components.

4) The mesan percentage of tallies giver o nine
questions each with a seven pcint scale for
parent motivational level.

5) The mean will be calculated in the same manner as
in the previous question, only for the "package"

and TV plus home visitor groups.
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6) The number of fathers angd mothers that serve as

the major contact for the home visjitor.

C. Paraprofessional performance. For Paraprofessional

performance the criteria are:

1) Four questions each with a five point scale
determining relation of home visitors to children's
parents and to the children.

2) The number of negative and constructive criticisms
gleaned from anecdotal records for determining
paraprofessional criticism of the program.

3) Six questions each with a five point scale for
how the home visitors relate to the personnel in
the other program components.

4) Six questions each with a five point scale for

pardprofessional’s role.

d.-Mobile classroom teacher. The mobile classroom

teacher performance criteria will be:

1) Four questions each with a five point scale for
determining how the mobile classroom teacher
involves the parents and the mobile classrocin
activity.

2) The number and kind of criticisms that the mobile

classroom teacher reveals during a 20-minute

interview for major program criticisms.
..F,,_-‘

3) Six questions each with a five point scale for

determining mobile classroom teacher involvement.

———
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4) Six questions each with a five point scale for
determining how the classroom teacher relates

to personrel in other program components.

Program Performance Pervasiveness. C(Criteria for pro-

gram performance pervasiveness are:

a. The number of 3, 4, and 5 year old children in the
area where the TV broadcast is received.

b. Number of parents in the area in which the program is
broadcast.

c. Number of school systems in the area where the pro-
gram is broadcast.

d. The number of superintendents, assistant superintendents,
principals, vice principals, and supervisors.

e. Number of first grade teachers in the school system
where the program is operative.

f. The total number of children under six years of age

at October 1, 1968.

Program efficiency. Ratios will be used as the criteria

for answering program efficiency questions; They are:

a. Number of pupils in area to total estimated cost
for operating the program for those pupils.

b. Number of pupils to total cost for operating the
television element of ths program.

c. Number of pupils who can be served by one home

visitor to the average cost of the home visitor

e e 1. m a R et ke  p—— mmimt b T e e a am b—— .
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operation.

d. Numbér of pupils who can be served by one traveling
classroom to the total estimated cost of operating
one for a year.

e. A breakdown of the ratio in 'a' above according to
number of children per school system and number of

school systems in operating area.

5. Program synthesis. A synthesis of all the criteria in

the previous four sections.

IX. COLLECTION OF DATA FOR EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION EVALUATION.

In this section the sources, instruments, sampling nrocedures,

and schedule for the data collection will be specified.

A. Sources of program effort data. Sources of evaluation data

will be specified according to program effort, performance,

performance pervasiveness, efficiency, and synthesis.

l. Undexr program effort data sources are organized according
to installation, operation, and maintenance.

a. Installation. Data sources for installation are:

Mr. Roy Alford, Dr. Robert Childers, Dr. William Bost,
Mr. Don Nelson, Dr. Benjamin Carmichael, Mr. Robert
Kennedy, and Mr. Jack Conrad.

b. Operation. Data sources for operation are:

Mr. Roy Alford, Mr. Jack Conrad, and Dr. Robert

Childers.

c. Maintenance. Same as previous section.

ki e ———r o ure — . — o e
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2. For progra.: performance there are five sections of
data sources. They are:

a. Student performance. Children five years of age

and under on September 30, 1968.

b. Parent performance. Parents of children enrolled

in program.

c. Paraprofessional performance. The home visitation

team.

P

d. Mobile classroom teacher.

e. School superintendents, assistant superintendents,
principals, vice principals, and teachers in the

districts where the program is operating.

3. Program performance pervasiveness. The data sources for

this category will be Mr. Roy Alford, Mr. Kee Chang,
Dr. Robert Childers, Director of Statistical Services of
the West Virginia State Department of Education, and the

Director of Census for the State of West Virginia.

4. Program efficiency. The data sources for this category

will be the same as those in Nos. 1, 2, and 3 above.

5. Program synthesis. Data sources for this category will I

be the previous four categories.

B. Data collection instruments. Instruments are defined as

tests, questionnaires, interviews, budget subcontracts,
service agreements, memoranda and other documents from
which data may be obtained for answering the questions

posed in Section I.

|
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1. Program effort. Data instruments will be organized

according to Installation, Operation, and Maintenance.

a. Installation. Instruments will be identified with

the installatinn gQuestions.

1) AEL Early Childhood Education budget, subcontracts,
service agreements, and invoices pertaining to %
purchasing of equipment for the program.

2) Same as Number 1.

3) Specifications for a central facility, 'subcontracts

T

and service agreements.
4) Subcontracts, and agreements with local agencies
will service as the instruments for data collection.
5) Program élan, memoranda and structured interviews.
6) AEL budgét, service agreements and memoranda.
7) Interview with Dr. Benjamin Carmichael and

Mr. Robert Kennedy.

b. Operation. Interviews with Mr. Roy Alford, Mr. Jack

Conrad and Dr. Robert Childers. J

¢. Maintenance. Interviews with the same people identified

under Sectiza b.

2. Program performance. Instruments will be organized
according to students, parents, home visitors, and
mobile classroom teacher performance.

a. Student performance. Seven different instruments will

be used for student performance.

1) Attitudinal checklist will be the instrument for

the interest level.

|
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2) Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test will be the data

instrument for determining the intelligence.

3) The newest edition of the Illinois Test of Psycho-

linguistic Ability and the latest version of the

Prostig Developmental Test of Visual Perception

will be the instruments used to determine the
status of language development.

4) T~-unit analysis as described in a monograph by
Norris., O'Donnell and Griffin will be the instru-
ment used to determine the growth of language
development.

5) A 70-item curriculum specific testl developed from

a list of 70 behavioral 6bjectives will be used .as
the instrument for determining the number of
behavioral objectives correctly achieved.

6) Weekly anacdotal records will he the instruments
used for determining favorable and uafavorakble
comments by paraprofessionals.

7) Same instrument as in No. 6

8) Same instrument as in No. 4.

b. Parent performance. An attitudinal checkliét for

questions 1, 4, and 5:and a questionnaire for

guestions 2, 3, and 6.

lrhis test being developed by Dr. Robert Childers, Dr. James Ranson,

and Mr. Roy Alford, Jr., all from AEL, with the assistance of Dr. Ray
Norris from George Peabody College, Dr. Frank Hooper from West
Virginia University, and Dr. John Kennedy from the University of
Tennessee.
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c. Paraprofessional learning. A sixtesn guestion

attitudinal questionnaire for questions 1, 3, and 4
and anecdotal records for gquestion No. 2.

d. Mobile classroom teacher. A ten question attitudinal

guestionnaire for questions 1, 3, and 4, aud a

20-minute interview for question No. 2.

3. Program performance pervasiveness.

Interviews, letters,

local and regional census reports, will be the instru-

ments used to answex questions ‘'a' through 'g' under

prograia performance pervasiveness.

4. Program efficiency.

Interview will be the instrument

for program efficiency.

5. Program synthesis.

A seminar of the decision-makers

will be the vehicle used to gather data for the program

synthesis.

C. Sampling for data gathering.

Sampling will only be required

for the program performance category.

1. Student performance.

A sample of 96 subjects stratified

according to sex, age and treatment groups is the sampling

plan.

Geographical characteristics made it necessary to work with

clusters2 of children in selected areas. The cluster areas

2w. Allen Wallis and Harry V. Roberts, Statistics: A New @pproach
(Brooklyn: The Free Press, Inc., 1956), p. 489.
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and sample were sélected in the following way:3

Forty-one areas were identified according to the following‘
criteria: (1) Within tﬁe viewing area of WOAY-TV, Channel 4,
Oak Hill, wWest Virginia, (2) within a county whoseilocal
‘educational agency had agreed to participate in the study,

(3) nas: within an incorporafed village, town, or city, and
(4) an access road leading into the area. West Virginia
State Road Commission maps, marked in grids of four miles
by five miles; were used in this process.

From the forty-one areas identified fifteen were :
randomly assigned to one of three tfeaément groups: |
Tlvtelevision,‘home visits, traveling classroom; Ty-tele-
vision_and home visits; and Tj-television only. :

On September 2, 1968, surveys were initiated to identify _ ;
the preschool cﬁildren within each of the fifteen selected
areas.

In one of the areas it was learned that an ongoing
kindergarten was in operation under a special grant. This
area was discardéd in favor of an adjacent‘one but outside

the attendance area of the kindergarten.

From each treatment group, dispersed through its .

o

designated five areas, a random sample of twenty-four sub-
jects. stratified by three age levels (three, four, and five)

S and two sex levels (male and female) was selected.

_ 3This section was written by Mr. Roy Alford and is a part
- of a dissertation prospectus submitted to the University
' h of Virginia School of Education.




Giles County, Virginia, was selected as a site for

the control area. It lies outside the viewing area of -

WOAY-TY and does not have kindergarten classes in ité

rural areas. From a school census réport a random sample
of twsnty-four subjedts, stratified to the three age levels
and two sex levels, was selected for the control (T4) group
(See Appendix A).

For each of the two subsequent years a new sample of
three year old children will be selectéd for the program.
During the same period a new group will be entering the
first grade in their respective localiticrs. Only one gro&p
will have participated fOr three years during the project,
thé:ih:eé_fear olds enrolled September, 1968. (See Appendix

C for the design)

2. Parent performance. Random sample of parents stratified
according to treatment group, and three levels of socio-

economic status, will be the sampling plan.

3. Paraprofessional perform:ice - N/A
4. N/A

5. N/A

D. Schedule of data collection. All of the data are tentatively

scheduled to be in office of the Director of Research on

TSRy

June 16, 1969.

III. ORGANIZATION OF THE DATA.

T R PRy

The data will be organized according to the organization of the | ]

questions in Section 1 of this document. Specific procedures

u
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for storing and retrieving this information are the reéponsibility

of Mr. Kee Chang, Directof of Information for the Laboratory.

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA.

In this section the statistical techniques used to analyze the
data will be cutlined according to the questions asked in

Sectiqp,i.

A. Effort. Descriptive statistics using graphs and narrative
reports in content analysis- of technical documents will be

the analytical techniques for program effort. :

B. Performance. Analysig of variance, (See Appéndix A),&hi %
square and descriptive statistics will be the analytical

. téechniques for progfhm performance. ' -

',,C.'Performéncé;pervasivengss. Descriptive statistics will be

used to analyze the data in this category.

-b.,Engxam.éfficienqx} Ratio of statistics will be the analytical

tgehﬁiﬁﬁes for analyzing the data in this category.

E. Program synthesis. Content analysis of the data from the

_ pxevious'fgur sections will be the technique used for this

LIRS (PN SIPTS S AT SR LA W T ST

‘category.
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- V. REPORTING OF INFORMATION.

At this time reports are schednled for:

il ki i PRSI

) 1. AEL Board of Directors. -
2. Personnel within Division of Educational Laboratories.

3. The State Department of Education.withiﬁ the region.
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4. Other educational laboratories.
5. ERIC,
Tﬁe format of the report will be essentially the same as
'ﬁhe annual Contractor's Request. Expected date of completion

and submizsicn of the report is September 15, 1969.

vVI. MANAGEMENT .

_' The management of this evaluation will be under the Director
 of Resgarch and Evaluation of AEL. Tools used for management | a

I_af . -are "PERTING" and budgeting. . - 1

t
]
i
'
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. DESIGN. CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE ECE PROJECT

Introduction

The following constitutés a brief outline of major sources of
variances that cﬁﬁ be examined in xeiation-to various phases of the

ECE evaluation strategy. Two temporal contexts are considered,

Specifically, attention is directed first toward an assessment of various
dependent variables for the first_yeagg (1968-69) operation and then,
consideration is given to the .analysis of data for the three year project
periéa. It 1is understood that the presented s}eletal designs are

subject to changevespecially during the first year, or pilot spigé,:[
of the project. }
A decision was reached to attempt to control, or account for, six

principal varfables at various stages of the analysis. These variables.

are:
varisble ' levels remarks .

‘ 1. treatments (T) - - 4 between Ss
4 | 2. age (A) 3 between Ss
] ‘ 3. sex (X3 2 ' betgegnjgs R
;, k 4. pre-post testing (P) -2 repedted over Ss
é 3. replications (R) 3 -repeatgd‘owerlgs-for-
: the 3 year period
E 6. groups (ﬁj ’ appiication for anatysis'

. | ’ . of several of the social

i : ' tasks

.
o

oA




Pilot Ycar Designs

A 43332x2 mixed design will serve during the first year for the

i{:fl f: analysis of dependent variables in sitvations where . ‘retest and‘ osttcst'

. . dgt—e Py available. Specifically, such a design could be employed for .

T s

‘an;'-lyz'ing' ,d"ste°-generated by the Frostig, ITPA and PPNT e’tc. A graphic

layout of this design is presented in Figure 1 (see Figure 1). ‘The

source of variqnces as’ociated with this design are listed below:

hses Betusen and One vithin Mixed Design®

ot a b Aween T
.
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?iaithF*tcsts.for.bhc.above design are:
'(1) T, A, X, TA, TX, AX, TAX against Ss/TAX

(2) p pr PA, PX, PIA, ' PAX, PTAX against PS/TAX

'Sums of squares formuli can be mecbun1cally derived from the degrces
i oﬁ.freedom. Incidentally, the ANOVAR program (an in-house program)

‘at tﬁe Untversity of Tbnnnssee will take care of all the mechanics

i

~1f 'you aztingvout':he above listed sources ¢f variance in the form of

"fn,additiOn, as suggested by Dr. Palmer, it would be most desirablc

tQuaamthiégér posttests .to an additional randomly selectéd sample for

tﬁejpurpose of esti@ating the hagnitude of effect due to pretesting -

ﬁffeatmept interacfioh. This procedure is known as the Solomon four-group
-'design and is discussed in the Campbell-Stanléy chapter in Gage. If it

\ ,;fis not feastble to posttest 96 Ss, then 48 Ss should be used. 1If the

results of this nonorthogonal ana1y31s should suggest a significant

3 e{fgct a:;ributab@e'co pretesting-treatment interactiocn, then this

'géﬁgcqqufv§r1anCe\§hould:be cdnsidered in subsequent designs.

‘Since data rele¢vant to the majority of social, cognitive and

iﬁngh&ge'deielqpmpnt tasks will be genecrated solely from posttests

-ﬂﬁring tﬁe pilot pbase, a simplier version of the design depicted

‘above c&n be utilized., Specifically, the pretest-posttest variable can

-be igﬁdiéh-;éSUlting'ih a simple 4x3x2 factorial.

"~ Undoubtedly, there will be some social tasks in which a group
effect mus€ be entertained. This would apply, for example, in a
‘s;tuatioh~wﬁcte méﬁsures of social cooperation were recorded. During

the first - year, only posttest measures will be available, therecfore,




fncorporating. & group iair effect into the standard 4x3x2 dcsign structure

wti@ pefmtt:ah'eseegement'of:group effects, A diasgram of the data
mﬁttfk.ie\ébﬁteiﬁea.iﬁb?féute 5. If a eignificant group effect should
materialize, then the uee of the group as the hasic unit of measurément
~§houid;be'eer;ously‘gonﬂid¢reﬂ- A 1isting of sourcea of variance for

this hierarchical design. is presented below:

- Hierarchical Design

Q.
h

. -Setrce .-

0

Total

] v

Between Ge' :
i :
;Mi

: ‘aui:ﬁﬁ Gs
, Akl
'm T

%ﬂ‘

&ur»

\s/mxlr

L
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o‘m \-:Q‘ '-”“a

“?‘Viiidggftée;t'fo'the~ebove design are:
(1) Tagatnet G/T
‘-?'('2')-' A.‘M. 'as&i_list GA/T

This ie based on the eeeumption that a group is composed of

- 12 students.

-




31
(3) X, T, against GX/T

‘(@) AX, TAX, against GAX/T

(5) G/T, GA/T, GX/T, GAX/T against S/GAX/T

There are some problems with this design the most obvious being
the lim: .ed nuhber of df in the denominator with which to test the T
main effect: 7This can be remedied by increasing the number of groups
nested within levels of T. However, this would necessitaie employing
either A or X as a between grcups variable (a group of 6 that are all
"ﬁ@mosgxuab”--ha .. ha-~or a group of 6 that are all one age) if sample
size is to rgmain constant. Apother alternative would be to eliminate
A or X as an incorporated varigble. Let's hold off on this decision
-u;tik we have a little more information about the nature of these social

‘Total ?foject'pgsign
The important consideration for the total design is that orthogonal

-coﬁpg:iSQns‘wiil be made only within generatipns, i.e., a group (n = 96)

that begins the program at the same time duting the same year. Between
genérggi;h comparisons will necessitate nonindependent comparisons.
| For a-giQen generation, the overall design is similar to the.
4x3x2x2 mixed design discussed initially except that an additional
‘ ﬁatiabie,\fepliéattons'over the threé years (R), is added. Thus, we
have a éhgég.ﬁétﬁeen'gp-and & two wtéhin.gg design. Assuming only

for thg(moyément) né attrition, the sources of variance would be:
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Source ’ df

Total 575
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Valid F-tests zre:

(1) T, A, X, TA, TX, AX, TAX against Ss/TAX

(2) P, PT, PA, PX, PTA, PIX, PAX, PTAX against SsP/TAX
(3) R, RT, RA, RX, RTA, TRX, RAX, RTAX against SR/TAX

(4) PR, PRT, PRA, PRX, PRTA, PRTX, PRAX, PRTAX against SsPR/TAX.
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Sampling Plon for Parents in ECE Evaluation
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APPENDIX C

SAMPLING DESIGN FOR 3 YEAR PERIOD

Enroliment Date for 3, 4, & 5 Year Old Children

1 $eprember
1968

. September

1969

‘ | September

1970

September
1971

X

.bx T

2 _

X

X

. -

‘enter st grade

X

X |enter Tst grade

‘enter 2nd grode |

Age at Start oF Pisjecr .

X

| lenter 1st grade

enter 2nd grade f

enter 3rd grade f :

—

1 -yed(' operation —9

= 2 year operation

3 year operation
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APPENDIX B '

ANALYSIS OF INTEREST LEVEL

Analysis of Children and

QE PRESCHOOL CHILDREN Parental Interest

IN AEL-ECE PROJECT
One importart phase of the evaluation was to determine whether or not

the Early Childhood program could maintain the interest of the children and
parents participating in the program. This information was considered to be

important since the aosumption was made that the children should learn from

the program and that they should enjoy learning. Since the parents were an

important part of the children®s learning process; it was felt that readings

on their interest should be obtained.

Interest and attitude were used synonymcusly, and were theoretically

defined as the strength of feeling a child or parent held concerning the
television programs at a particular time. Attention span of the child, amount
of time the child watched the program and the general cooPerativeﬁess of the
child were assumed to be criteria of interest. Cooperativeness and enthusiasm
were criteria for parental interest.

The instrument used to gather the data for child and parent iaterest and
attitude was a six question checklist. The first two questions had a seven
point scale, and they were directed to the parents. ‘The third and fourth
questions had two seven [0Oint scales each and they were directed to the parents.

The fifth question had three seven point scales and it was directed to the §

children. The seventh question on the instzument pertained to the quality of i

TV rezeption. (See Appendix J for a copy of the checklist.)

The operational definition was the percentage of tallies recorded in the

most favorable categories of the seven point scales. The variance was not

EENLCL S

generated from the percentage of tallies across the seven point scales for

each question, but it was generated from the percentage of tallies in the most
favorable categories for each question across the thirty-two weeks that the

data were collected.




P One of the problems with using this instrument was the bias inherent in

lf-gatheringjtﬁe data. The home visitors were used to q;the;'the.aatg-gnd they
. were also an integral part of the prograii., It was reasonable to exract that

:' they would be: biased in fafbr:bf the program. A second difficult proﬁlém was

o *}g’the difftqnltg‘the home visitors éxperienced in discriminating between the bi-

1
!

o lpglér:adjectiVQBb

| - Erqﬁi- a cursory glance a_.t' the tallies on the checklists during the early
-i":§5it'éf tﬁéﬁyea: it was eviéent‘that;the.hias was cleariy in favor of the
triprograha; ﬁgr fh? entire year 78-pqxcept Qf'the ;esponses‘wére‘in the ‘most
- favorable categories. However, it vas reasonable to expect that bias accounted
- for only part of the fact that most tallies were in the most favorable ca.tegoty\

" and that.the program did have sone tiue effect in maintaining a high level of

25 interest.

One question with threé scales (Question VI) pertaiied directly to the

. interest level :of the children.. ‘The procedures f£or achieving the measure of

(... interest from these three scales were somewhat complicated. The, home visitor

.

: érgcotﬂeﬂ her.iﬁptession on thé checklist after she had visited the home. She

;;ﬁa-ieédrded~héﬁ.impré$§ionsudn all six questitns of the checklist.

The recorded thecklists were Subsequently turned over to the research

i divisioh. At that time the number of raw talliés for each of the séven points

R S

R for each scale were converted to percentages. The percentages were obtained by

- _":,‘*

A T

,.-“—

:']wjfﬂ dividing ¢h93¢°t31 humber ‘of regponses for each scale into the numbér of responses

T fOr‘éagh,poihﬁ;aiqnq that scale.. As-discuésed above omne questidn-with,éhrge
-seven poiﬁp;séglésiwas used for asségéiﬁg the childréﬁ‘s~intere3t.“ The mean
,pefgenﬁageiqf responses in the most favorable categoty‘in these three scales

was ﬁSédﬁésathg‘measure\of pupil interest for study. |
| Table 1 coﬁtﬁins the mean percentages of tallies recorded on point 1 of

the scales (the most favorable category) for each week diring which measures
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were taken. The first measures were taken during the week of October 3, 1968

and the last meagures were taken the week of May 21, 1969. In all measures

were taken for twenty five weeks during the first year's operation.

The checklist contained five questions pertaining to parental attitude
and one question pertaining to the child. The mean percentage of tallies
recorded in point one on the scales for parents during the year was .763 and
for the children it was .653. The correlation between the percentage of
tallies for parents and for students during the year was 0.87. Thus sevénty-
six percent of the variance in parental interest was common with the variance
in pupil interest. ' This common variance was expected since the observezis'
recorded thelr impressions of the parents and the children at the same time.
One signlficant finding was the dlfference of 0.11 percentage points in favor
of the parents over the children.

| The t-teéest for correlated means was 15.25. So it was reasonable to con-

clude that tﬁe difference between the two was a true difference. Both the

correlation and the difference is graphically depicted in Figure 1.
Anotﬁ§r°significant finding was the difference in degree that the parental

interest and the children's interest déclined. The parental interest declined

0.116. mean percentage points and the children's interest declined 0.090 mean
percentage Qoints. The parental interest declining more than the children's
f' interest could have been due to the "halo effect" wearing off. It was reasonable

3 ; to conclude that parents would have been more sensitive to the newness of the

T S L

é program than the children.

From these data it was reasonable to conclude (1) that the Early Child-

TR T

hood Education program did instill and maintain a high level of interest for
3 both the .parents and the children, and (2) that the parents had and maintained

a higher level of interest in the program than did the children. A possible

e o
A0 BYFTREIST

source of concern from these conclusions was that the high parental interest

T I




. in the’ pr(_)gxqri;_ could possiblg,g havve a reactive effeét on the children. "Ih

other words, there was a danger that the parents céuld force ithe children
" to. participaté and thereby contribute to a child "dropping out of school”

."i‘k’fot"e, he even started.
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Attitude Check list Survey (ACS)

Table I

The numbers recorded in the table below represent the percentage
responding at the most extreme positive level on the differential
scale for a given category. The item given is for the cumulative

total for the week ending on date in the left column. Sample survey

sheet is on next page. .

Week Ending _ Questions _ ‘

Date I&1I1 IV v I,II,III VI VII j

: IV&V ;

10/3 .851 .783 .774 .778 .743 .863 ?

10/10 . 846 .753 .714 .747 .697 .928 ]

10/17 . 856 .739 .788 .745 .673 .819

10/24 .906 . 796 .798 . 805 . 757 .900 %

10/31 1906 .781 . 849 .813 .703 .827 3

11/6 .916 .801 - . 860 .847 .745 .876 :

11/13 .942 .812 .865 .846 .762 . 856 3

11/20 .913 .766 .802 .784 .673 .815 é

12/4 .886 .644 .663 .692 .580 .608 ;

12/11 .898 .653 .785 .738 .611 .870 ;
. 12/20 .923 .709 .885 .773 .626 .899 :

1/9 .902 .677 .783 .774 .599 . 896 r

1/15": .950 .774 .813 .790 .718 .930

1/390 .926 .810 .922 .813 .679 .916 ?

2/6 - .928 772 .870 .« 792 . 705 .909 ;

2/13 . 945 .828 .944 .842 .668 . 889 ]

2/19 .902 .763 .832 .769 .653 .910

2/26 . |-881 .775 .804 .822 .704 .863 )

3/12 - .890 .708 .833 .756 .624 .837 :

3/25 - .913 .761 .834 .756 .668 . 725 :

4/16 .875 .692 .732 .710 .621 .882 ‘

4/23 .919 .718 .786 .752 .617 .865 ;
. 5/2 .667 .614 .614 .597 -452 .851 ]

5/12 .879 .719 777 .719 .568 .885 !
-5/21 .850 .644 .716 .662 .529: . 827 %
* Mean .871 .739 .803 .763 .653 .853

SD .053 .057 .072 .057 .073 071

I & II Parent Attitude to ECE Program

IV Parent Attitude to TV

v ‘ Parent Attitude to Materials

1,I1,111,1V,V Parent Total Attitude

VI Child Attitude to TV lLesson

VII TV Reception
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APl;mIDIX C

{
!

I / ANALYSIS OF IQ GAIN

Analysis of IQ Gain of Preschool Children é

OF ECE CHILDREN :

l In the ECE curriculum, intelligence was placed in the same category ?
I as cognition. However, for purposes of evaluation it was broken out sep-

arately. The mean gain raw scores and mean gain IQ score and the respec-

tive gain standard deviations aré included in Table I. The highest IQ
gain, 19.25, was experienced by the three vear old female in the control
greup. The mean raw score gain was 21 and the gain standard deviation

wag 13.04. The four year%old males in the van group experienced the least
IQ gain, -3.00, with a negative mean raw score gain of 1.6 and standard ' %
deviatior. of 33.39. -Although this is a large range, statistical anaiyses
performed, which will be discussed subsequently, indicated no significant

. differences.

Table II presents the summary of the analysis of covariance of the 3

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test scores using the pretest scores as the

.- covariate, and the post-test gcores as the variate and controlling for

ekl o i

age and sex. There was one provocative F-ratio and that was the age by

L% S ] WS

sex interaction.
No hypotheses have been advanced to explain why this might occur.

g ' Figure I graphically depicts this age by sex interaction. At three years :

of age the gain is the same. At four years of age the male subjects have

a higher gain than the female subjects, zad at five years of age the female
subjects have a higher gain than the male subjects. It is difficult to
explain why the disparity occurs between three and four years of age, and 4
subsequently this disparity reverses itself from four to five years of age.

One explanation is that this disparity is an artifact of the testing situa- 3

== ]




tion. That is, as the children get progressively older they react differ~
ently to the testing situation. At three years‘of age it makes no difference:
at four years of age it could be that the male subjects are less sensitivé to
the situation and the fgpale subj -cts are; and at five years of age this
situation could 5e reversed. A second explanation is that thisg represents

a true picture of child growth and development, whatever the reasons may be.

Many other explanations are also plausible. Since this interaction has

been observed in a number|of different sets of data, it probably is worthy

of further investigation.

-
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TABLE I
GAIN IQ SCORES BY TREATMENT, AGE AND SEX
? AS DERIVED FROM PPVT RAW SCORES
f , 1 2 3 4
Age Sex TV+PP+VAN TV4+PP v CONTROL
M  Mean 3.50 15.75 12.75 1.00
S.D. 20.66 21.55 17.09 14.65
3
F (8.83 -1.83 2.00 19.25
16.09 13.26 23.26 16.82
M 13.60 12.67 2.00 4.25
11.06 20.60 22.02 4.79
4 " O
F | -3.00 6.25 0.00 4.60
22.57 13.45 5.10 16.77
M 22.40 4.25 4.00 8.00
16.50 12.18 18.17 8.28
5 ‘ .
F 10.83 ©24.00 9.75 33.25
113.93 17.21 13.82 19.24
, _RAW SCORE MEAN GAINS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
3 OF PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY BY TREATMENT, AGE AND SEX
3 1 2 3 ' 4
; Age Sex TV4+PP+VAN TV4+PP v CONTROL
E . .
3 M 7.33 16.25 14.75 6.00
14.72 13.65 11.30 8.91
| 3
! : F 14.83 7.17 10.00 21.00
e 8.31 6.97 13.81 13.04
T M. 15.60 11.67 3.00 4.00 :
= 5.73 11.72 14.31 1.63 :
4 ;
i F 2.00 7.00 4.80 7.80 :
? 12.75 ~ 8.08 2.95 7.73 i
- M -1.60 3.50 4.00 7.40 i
2 33.39 5.07 7.58 6.62 ;
. 5 - ‘ ]
3 F 8.33 14.50 7.50 19.25 :
i 7.10 11.36 4.66 9,32
- ' o 4.97 10.01 7.34 10.90 '




TABLE II

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF SUMMARY TABLE

FOR PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY RAW TEST

SCORES WITH PRETEST SCORES AS COVARIATE
AND POST~TEST SCORES AS VARIATE

sum of Square df MS F
Treatment 131.00 3 43.6 0.42
Age 270.00 2 135.0 1.30
Sex 97.: 50 1 97.5 0.94
Treatment x Age -567.00 6 94.4 0.91
-rreau:;en'r.; x Sex 595.00 3 200.0 1.93
Age x Sex - 585.00 2 293.0 2.83
' Treatment x Age X Sex 513.00 6 85.5 0.83

within 8902.49 86 103.5
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Figure 1}

_‘Graphic Depiction of Age by Sex
Interaction of PPVT Raw Gain Scoreées
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APPENDIX D

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT
OF PRESCHOOL CHILDREN IN ECE PROGRAM
Introduction
Originally the objectives for the early childhood education program
were divided into four major categories--motor activities, language skills,

cognition, and orienting and attending skills.1 This report was concerned

with the language skills category of objectives.

One of the difficulties associgted with evaluating language skills was
the loose fit between available theoretical definitions of lihguage and
operational definitions of languaée. Oftea language is not theoretically .
defined at all, and must be inferred from the operational @definition which
is the measure being used. The procedure of inferring the theoretical
definition from the measure being used often creaﬁés a biased fit.hetween
theory and operation and more specifically often créa£es a problem of test
relevancy.

For the first year's early childhood operation the theoretical definition

was implied from the instrument used to measure language--The Illinois Test

of Psycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA). The definition of language, therefore,

was the definition used by the authors of the ITPA.

Thé decision for using the ITPA was justified on the basis that it was
used as a ﬁrimary instrumént in gathering data for the development of the
early childhood curriculym ohjectives.2 The decision assumed that the ob-
jectives of the early childhood curriculum were difec£1y influenced by this
instrument, and that this was a reasonablé justification concerning the

relevancy of the ITPA to objectives around which the early childhood educaticn

lFrank H. Hooper and william H. Marshall, The Initial Phase of a Preschool

Curriculum Development Project (Charleston: Research and Information Center, 1968)
p. 99.

TR

21bid. pp. 76-89.




programs were developed.

fhe remainder of the report is crganized according to the model under-

lying The Illinois Test of Pqi?holiﬁguistic_Abfli?ieg, the presentation of

the datay-énd a diécussiohvnf the results.

Theynodel of thQ‘ITPA

' According to the authors of the ITPA, the theory underlying the test is:

To relate those functions whereby the intentions of one individual

are transmitted (verbally or nonverbally) to another individual,

and, reciprocally, functions wheréby the environment or the

intentions of another individual are received and interpreted. It

attempts to interrelate the proceésses which take place, for example,

when one person receives a message, interprets it; or becomes a

source of a néw signal to.be transmitted. It deals with the

psychological functions of the individual which operate in communica--

tion activities.?

. For the -early childhood education, functions were transmitted by tele-
vision,“byupargprofessiOngis visiting the homes, and by a professional teacher
in a van.. The receivers -of the communication were the three, four, and five
year old children. This, briefly, was the rationale fdr:using the ITPA as
a measure for language deveiopment in the AELPECE program.

Upon examining thgyobjectives that were used in the currlculum during
thg first year, and comparing those with the test items 1n_the ITPA, only
Subtes't v of the ITPA was found tb be directly related to those objectives.

Figure_l depicts the gain scores acﬁ;eved on each of the subtests

L

'accordiné to the four groups in the study.

Three-way analysis of variance on the gain scores was the statistical
analysis used. The factors in the analysis were four levels of treatment,
three levels of age, and two levels of sex. The four levels of treatment

were the television plus paraprofessional plus the van, television plus

3Samue1 A. Kirk, James J. McCarthy, and Winifred D. Kirk, Examiners Manual

Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities, (Urbana: The Board of Trustees
of the University of Illinois, 1968. -
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paraprofessional, television, and zero control. The three levels of age
were three, four and five year olds. The two levels of sex were male and
female. Analyses were conducted on each of the ten subtests and the total

test.

ITPA Subtest One, Auditory Reception

Auditory reception measures the ability of a child to derive meaning
from verbally presented ﬁaterial. Since the receptive rather than the
expressive process is being sampled, the response throughout is kept at the
gimple level of a "yes” or "no" or even a nod or shake of the head. The
voéabulary-becomgs more and more difficult while the‘;gqugse remaing at a
’ two~year level. Similarly, the automatic function of deté;miningfmeaning
from syﬁtax has been minimized by ret#ininé onlﬁ_p;e sentencglform. The

test contains 50 short, direct guestions printed in the manual. Typical

items are: "Do dogs eat?" "Do dials yawn?" th cérpénﬁeré kneel?" “Do
uingless'hifds goar?"? | ?
For the ITPA Subtest One, the analysis of variance on the giin scores
produced a‘freatment by aqé‘interaction significant at the .003 level.
Figure 2 gthphically*illust;ates the tregtment by agelby sex interaction.
The interaction appears to‘be a éhenamenoﬁ of differencgé in the control group
and the remaining three g;oups.as a unit. As expected from the analysis of
mean gain scores, the three year olds, four year.olds aqdjfive year olds
achieve gains in ascendiné order with the exceptién of.thg gontrol group, and
ther: thie three and five year olds reversed themselves on the mean gain scores.
Table I presents the summary table of the anal}sis of variance of thg
gain scorés. Table Ii presents the means and stﬁndard deviatipns of thg gain

scores for the ITPA Subtest One by treatmént,=&ge; and'seg,.

4Ibid, p. 9.
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TABLE I

SUMMARY TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF GAIN SCORES
- FOR ITPA SUBTEST #1 (AUDITORY RECEPTION)

ANOVA -

Sum. of | .Degrees of Mean CF P
Squares. Freedom Square

;i;%ifﬁf' o 110,25 3 36.75  1.47  0.23
e A  104.96 | 2 52.55_: 2:10  0.13
s 63.55 1 “ 63.55 2:53  0.12
TXA O 552.66 6 | kag.11”“ ' 3.60  0.003
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MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF

TABLE 11

PRETEST AND GAIN SCORES ON ITPA SUBTEST ONE
ACCORDING TO TREATMENT AGE AND SEX

IAGE _Ista~ ,
(Years) | SEX [tistic | TV+PP+VAN TV+PP ™ CONTROL .
Pre |Gain Pre |Gain Pre| Gain | Pre | Gai
n 6 6 4 4 _6 6 4 4
M 3 19.00 | .2.00 16.00 | 4.00 | 5.25] * so | 8.25] 8.2
3 sSD 11.68 | 7.40 4.29 | 2.94 | 2.22] 4.93| 5.56] 3.204
n 6 . 6 6 6 6 | 6 "4
F X 19.17 | 3.00 14.16 | 1.33 |11.67] 2.17 | 16.00] 1.00
SD 9.26 | 3.63 5.77 | 4.03 | 3.45] 3.43 ] 6.98] 2.71
n 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 4
M | % 18.20 | 2.40 18.00 | 1.67 [18.50] 1.00 [18.25} 9.2
4 SD 4.55 | 4.98 2.00 | 5.69 | 2.38] 5.48 | 9.95] 3.78}
n 4 | 4 5 5 - 5 5 5 5
F | 24,75 }{-2.00 19.20 | 0.40 |:19.80]-2.00 [17.80] 7.
SD 16.21 | 2.00 5.317] 3.057 3.84] 7.84 | 6.38] 4.74
n 6 6 5 5 - 6 6 5 5
M 3 29.50 | 4.70 | 21.00 ]| 3.40 |21.00] 5.33 |16.80] 3.2
5 SD 9,27 | 7.12 6.82 | 2.61 | 7.87] 2.80 ] 4.97] 3.63
n 6 6 s |5 ° 4 4 4
F | % 19.33 | 2.00 19.00 | 5.40 | 17.00[10.25 | 32.25] 0.25]
. " SD 11.08 | 6.93 7.35 | 2.07 | 2.58] 8.88 | 8.58

| -




i F

- ->p’éraprofessidn'a1 and van group, the male and female four year olds gained

 approximately the same. In the television and paraprofessional group, the

_ ITPA Subtest Two, Visual Reception (Visual Decoding)

The visual reception test is cmparabl.e to the Auditory Reception Test
but utilizes a different sense modality. It is a measure of the child's
ability to gain meaning from visual symbols. In this test there are 40
picture items, eaf:h consisting of a stimulus picture on one page and four
respénse pictures on a second page. The child is shown the stimulus gicture

for three seconds with the directions, "See This?" Then the page of response

2 pictures is presented with the direction, "Find one here."™ The credited

choice is the objec;t or situation which is conceptually similar to the
stinﬁlus. The other choices include pictures with varying degrees of
structural (rather than functional) similarity or pit.;.tures which are
associated with the stimulus or with the acceptable choice.’

‘The snalysis of variance of the gain scores yielded a treatment by
age by sex ipteractim significant at the .09 1ewe-1._ Figure 3 graphically .
depicts the i-._rea_utnent by age by sex . interaction. | The- interaction appears
to be a phenqieno:m of differential variation in the performance of the four

year old boys and girls across the treatmé_nt -grmps. * In the television,

four year old males gained far more than the four year o$d females. In the
television group, the four year old maies;and females gained the same, and
in the ooxitri;l group. the four year old nales and females gained more than
the four yeai' ‘_<‘>1d males. Tabie III presents the summary .table for the .
analysis of variance of the gain. scores. Table IV presents the means and

standard deviations of the gain scores for ITPA Subtest Two according to

>Ibid, p. 10.
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TABLE III

SU!MRY TABLES FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF GAIN SCORES AND
" AND KNALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF GAIN SCORES USING PRETEST
SCORES AS A COVARIATE FOR I'I'PA SUBTEST T™WO

P T TT A TRC T

ANOVA
Sum of Degrees of ~ Mean
Squares Frqedom Square F
98.97 3 32,99 1.42
32,48 12 16.24  0.70
0.01 1 0.0, - 0.00
201.78 6 33.63. 1.45
48.75 3 16.25  0.70
- 3.06 _é‘ 1.53’ 0.07
'Lfikixs“ " 264.18 ‘6 44.03 '1.89 .09
'ﬁithiﬁ: 2138.08 92 23.24
é
E

st e, b kot

oo vay




SUBTEST TWO (VISUAL Rngsp'rlmn PRETEST AND GAIN SCORES
BY TREATMENT, AGE AND SEX ‘

"'T"'-m""”-f"‘" SR iy e e § e

" 'PABLE IV

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF ITPA

TV+PP+VAN

Pre

Gain
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treatment, age, and sex.

ITPA Subtést Three, Auditory-Vocal Association

2 | This measure taps the child's ebility to relate oonoepte presented

i

orally. In this test the requirements of the enc'u.tory receptive process

and the vocal expressive process ere minimal, while t.he orqenizing process

Lo 7

of manipulating linguistic eynbole in a leeningful wey is teeted by verbel

%i'- ’ ,enel;ogies_ of 'incree_sing difficuity.. A eentence comletion technique is

a I used, presenting one statement followed by an inomlete analogous stetellent,..
: - and allowing the child to- co-plete the second ltetﬂent eppmprietely. 'mere‘ 1

are 42 orally presented anelogiee, euch as, "I cut wi.th e m: I pound wi.th
s.-6 *
»

————
-

a YA dog has hair; a fish has ———® _
| ‘The. analysis of variance of the gain eooree yieldede "eigniﬁcani:-
difference between the meles end femelee ef. the .03 level._ ‘rhe mean gain " : M |
forthenaleewes307endthenem gain forthefeneleemzos. Teblev ' |

presents the susmary table for the enelysis of ver:l.ence on the ge.i.n scores.

Table VI presents the mean gain scores-by treatment,. age: and sex for _ ]

Subtest: three.

“T - TIPN Sibtest Poir (Visuai-Motor Associatisa)

The organizing process in this channel is tapped by a picture associa- f' S

"7 tion test with which to assess the child's ability to relate concepts

Sl R AL Sl T 2

présented visuelly. _ The child is presem;ed- with e-'..e:l.ligfl:e ' eﬂnlue picture
surroundéd. by four optional pictures, one of which is: associated with the

stimulus pictire. The child :I.e asked, "What 'goeg i'v'ith hl.;.'hie?"" (poini:ini; to

the stimulus picture). "Hh:l.ch one of these?" (pointing to the four opti.onel '
Pictures). The child is to choose the one picture uhich ie noei: cloeely

related to the stimulus picture, such as e eoc.k belongi.nq with a ehoe, or a ,‘

- ®1bid, p. 10.
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TABLE V

WTCIr

SUMMARY TABLES FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF GAIN SCORES AND
r ANALYSIS OF COVARTANCE OF GAIN SCORES USING PRETEST

% _ SCORES AS COVARIATE FOR ITPA SUBTEST THREE

2 (AUDITORY VOCAL ASSOCIATION)

? ; ~ ANOVA

sum of , Degrées of Mean S S
Squares Freedom Square

E | T . 39.66 - 3 S 1322 o |
i A . 2,90 .2 1.5¢ 0.09
s 156.29 1 156,20 p.sé 0.03
TXA 176.10 6 29.35 7 1.80

TXS 2.16 - 3 . 0.72- - 0.04

axs . 4.6 .2 2,08 0.13

68.02 - 6 © . 14.67 - 0.90

IR R TR

: Error  1502.91 02 ~16.34
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:
.
%
v
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'I‘ABLE VI

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR I‘I‘PA
SUBTEST THREE (AUDI'ORY VOCAL ASSOCIATION) PRBTEST AND GAIN SCORES
ACCORDING TO TREATMENT, AGE AND SEX

Years) | SEX [eistic
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hammer with a nail. The test is expanded at the upper level to provide
visual analogies comparable to the auditory analogies. “If this goes w:i.th
this" (pointing to each of a pre].‘ininary pair.of pictures), "then what gogs.
with this?" (pointing to the. central piéture as before). The test mnsli...sts
of 20 items of the simpler form and 22 visual analogies.v |

Analysis of variance of the gain scores yieided a's'tatistically‘ siqnifi- ,
cant finding for treatment effects ;t the .03 level. The analysis of covari-
ance yielded significant fmdiﬁgs for age at the .001" 1eve1. The group
receiving the television, paxaprofeqsionals and van, arid the group rece:j:v:i.ng .
television only experienced the hiél_)_est gain, bein_g 5.11_4’and 5.37 respe‘cti\w_aly.

The group receiving television and paraprofeu:!.onai experienced 2.59 gain

" units, and the control group experienced no gain. Tal:;l.eY:;I presents the

sumniary table for the analysis of variance of the gain scores and the

analysis of covariance of the gain scores using the pretest as a covariate.

‘TableVIIlprésents the mean gain scores and standard d'e.‘viatiqns by treatment

age and sex for this test.

ITPA Subtest F:i.ve (Verbal Exp_ saion

| The purpose of this test is to assess the ability of the child
express his- own concepts vocally. The child :i.s shown four familiar objects
one .a;t ; ﬁe (a ball, a hlock,.an-envelope, a_nd a buttc_m) and is asked,

"Tell me all about this."” The score is the number -of discrete, relevant,

_and approximately factual concepts expressed.s

Analysis of variance on the gain score yielded a treatment effect
significant at the .002 level, » treatment by age interaction sig"nificant
at the .04 1eve1, and a treatment by age by sex interaction siqnificant at

the .07 1e've1.

T1bia, p. 10.

81bid, p. 11.
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TABLE VII

SUMMARY TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF GAIN SCORES ‘ o
. AND ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF GAIN SCORES USING: :
S , PRETEST SCORES AS COVARIATE FOR ITPA SUBTEST

S FOUR (VISUAL-MOTOR ASSOCIATION)

v ANOVA"
e

Sum of Digrees of Mean F P
Squares Preedom . Squaxe '

I 542,37 3 180.79 3.1 .03
A  307.84 2 | .133.92*‘ 2.64
s - 13.4 ‘ ® 13.41  -0.23
oA 300.78 6 - . 50.13 0.86
XS 51.23. - 3 .41 0.30

AXS 21,66 L2 - 10.83 . 0.19

- . TXAXS 201.96 6 33.66 0.58

- Within  5356.24 - 92 58.22

T
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H
3
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-3
A
3
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MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF PRETEST AND GAIN. SCORES
FOR ITPA SUBTEST FOUR (VISUAL-MOTOR ASSOCIATION)
ACCORDING. TO TREATMENT, AGE AND SEX

TABLE VIII

L
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\ (Years"i'

istic

TVAPP+VAN

Pre

- I’ : — . »'
] 12.50.

.Gain

1.50°

5.96

—3.27
1

6

. ]tc)'i:!;‘J

5

4,97 | 5.2

T 11.60

T :,?‘..,40: =

4

. - ’]-5 ..5.0‘,: - 7
" ; %é{) .,EBEB ] -

6

- ;_16.‘00

_4.60] 4

| 12.33

P .'i; 1 ,:@ SR —
. H " ) . X i ' " I P ! . i )
gﬂigﬂugﬁqgﬂﬂgﬁggﬂﬁ

"
/
+H
.
-
1 .
L) ' N
YL
N
.
) i
v
B
LH
B
.'
L]




1
e A w%ﬂ"_’})’n u:m-‘f;-wm R e, R
- .. 4 a - . B Y - - .

o g e W mad et s wmw panh mw

\ ' 18

Figuie 4 depicts the treatment by age by sex intefaction. The inter-
action is partially explained by the performance of three, four, and five
year old males in the television plus paraprofessional group and the
television group. In each of those -0 groups, measures on the three year
élds showed more gain than measures on the four and.five year olds, and
meagures on the five year olds in these two groups indicated negative gains.
The ;nteraptiéh is also partially explained by the fact that measures on the
five year olds in the television, paraprofessional and van group indicated
far superior gains than measures taken on any‘other of the categories of
students. |

The treatment effect is partially explained by the fact that the tele-
vision plus paraprofessional plus van group had an average gain of 4.37 unit:x,
which is significantly more than the gains recorded in the remairning three
groubs} The gain for the television plus paraprofessional plus van group was
4.37 units. For the television ﬁlus paraprofessional group it was 0.65-unita.
The gain j;'o:):l tl"né television group was 1.41. And for the control group the
gain was :-I..6"3 units.

Table IX presents the sunma:.;y table for the analysis of variance on
the Qain scorés and the #nalysis of covariance on the gain scores using the
pretest as thé covariate. ‘Table X prese.nts‘ the mean and standard Qev'iation
of the gain scores by treatment, age and sex.

It is noteworthy that this subtest was the only one whiéh had items
which'cor;elﬁted'directly with th; objectives used in the program as recorded
during the months of April and May of 1969. The objectives were (1) identify
and describe an object in terms of its physical characteristics, (2) identify
and describe an object in terms of its function, and (3) identify and describe
an object in terms of its location. These correlate very directly witﬂ Sub~-

test fjve which measures verbal expression. Verbal expression for this test

RSP S
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TABLE IX

SUMMARY TABLES FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF GAIN SCORES
FOR ITPA SUBTEST FIVE (VERBAL EXPRESSION)

ANOVA

Sum of Degrees of l Mean ,

Squares _ Freedom Square F. P
T 310.80 3 103.60 $.23 0.002
A 70.00 2 35.00 1.77
s 0.84 1 0.84 0.04  0.084
TXA 283.32 6 47.22 2.38  0.035
TXS . '41.85 3 . 13.95 0.70
AXS - 21,34 2. 10.67 0.54
TXAXS - 239.16 6 39.86 2.01 0.07
Within  1823.44 92 19.82
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TABLE X

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF PRETEST AND GAIN SCORES
FOR ITPA SUBTEST FIVE (VERBAL EXPRESSION)
ACCORDING TO TREATMENT, AGE AND SEX

WGE Exu-
(Years) SBX stic | TV4PP+VAN ™W+PP ™
' Pre | Gain Pre | Gain Pre | Gain
n 6 1 e 4 6 | 6
M x - 13.67 4.00 10.25 2.50 7.50] 4.75
3 sb | e.89] 48| s.38] 2.38] 1.92]1.71
n 6 6 6 6 6 | 6
F & Tis.co[ 2.27] 9.67] 3.67|21.83]3.50
so . | 2.87] 6.40] 1.03] 362] 4.,54]3.83
n . S S S - 5 -
M x 34,00%f 1.80 % 16.00] 0.23]19.25§0.25
4 SD 6.821 3.63 1.73 =.79 6.18 | 5.56
n 4. 4 5 ) .5 5
r % 18.50]1 5.75 18.004 ~-1.80] 16.60} 1.40 }
8D 11;90i: 7.41 . 4,95 5.931 3.581] 3.85
n_ 6 6 S 5 6 6.
M x 19.50 8.83|) 21.60] -3.60] 23.33=2.17
S SD "5.471 6.80 7.44 7.06 4.231] 3.76
(n_ 6 6 5 '
F | % 17.50 4.67 23.20) -0.80) 19.50 ) 3.25 .}
SD 8.02 2.42 7.98 3.83 2,081 2.99
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is defined as the child's ability to express his own concepts verbally :.n
terms of concrete properties. These properties may pertain to physical

characteristics, functions, or relations to other objects.

ITPA Subtest Six (Manual Expression)

Subtest Six t;ps the child's ability to express ideas manually. This
ability is assessed by gestural manipulation tests. In this test fifteen
pictures of common objects are shown to the child one at a time and he is
asked, "show me-what to do with a ____."‘ The child is required t¢ pantomime
the‘appropriate action, such as dialing a telephone or playing a gui.tar.g

Ana;‘ygis of variance of the gain scores yielded a treatment effect sig-
nificant at the .02 level. Analysis of covariance on.the gain score using
the pretest as the covariate yielded treatment effects significant at the
.001 level, and an age effect significant at the .01 level. The group
receiving television achieved the highest gain with 4.54 units. |

The mean gain for the televiazion, paraprofessional and van group was
2.85. The mean gain for the television plus paraprofessional group was
negative, 0.6. The mean gain for the television only group was 4.54, and
the mean gain for the control group was a negative 1.02.

Table XI presents a summary table. of the analysis of variance of the
gain scores and .f:he analys.is of covariance of the gain scores using pretest

scores as a covariate. Table XII presents the mean gain scores of the ITPA

Subtest six according to treatment, age and sex.

ITPA Subtest Seven (Grammatic Closure)

This subtest is for assessing the child's ability to make use of:

The redundancies of oral language in acquiring automatic habits
for handling syntax and grammatic inflections. In this test the

L)

Mbid, p. 11.
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TABLE XI

SUMMARY TABLES FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF GAIN SCORES.
FOR ITPA SUBTEST SIX (MANUAL EXPRESSION)

Sum of Degrees of . Mean :
Squires - Freedom - Square F P

- a7 P EP—

T 689.04 3 229.68 3.28 0.02

A 211.26 2 105.63 1-51 0.23

s - 103.70 1 103.70 1.48 0.23
TXA _ 394.62 ' 6 . _ 65.77  0.94 - ]

TXS - 110.10 3 . 36,70 0,52 -

CT AN

[T

AXS 21.52 2 '~ 10.76 0.15 -

R

TYAXS 132,96 6. 22.16

wWithin  6440.92 73 .70,01
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TABLE XII

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF PRETEST AND GAIN- SCORES
FOR ITPA SUBTEST SIX (MANUAL EXPRESSION)
ACCORDING TO TREATMENT, AGE AND SEX

Sta-
SEX E.istic TV4+PP+VAN TV4PP v CONTROL
‘ Pre | Gain Pre | Gain Pre | Gain | Pre | Gain
in_ 6 6 4 4 6 6 4 4
M X 17.67] 5.67 | 16.25} -1.50 {19.00] 7.25 }14.75| -2.25
' -SD 10.48] 8.04 § 5.56] 12.29 .82]16.99 [12.53] 5.38
i BN 6 | 6 6 6 | 6 | 4 4
P | X 18.67 1 4.33 | 10.33[ 1.33 {18.50]6.17 ] 20.00] 2.50 |
] sp 9.05] 3.93 6.59] 8.91} 5.3213.82| 7.70] 5.26}
N 5 5 5 5 5 s |  a 4
M | X . 22.00] 0.20 ] 22.00] 1.67 132.75]0.25])24.75{ 0.75
__ | 8D 4.30] 6.76 | 6.08] 7.02]4.19 J1.71] 2.75] 9.14
R & J 4 _. 4 S s 1 s 3 3 3
F | 20,25] 2.75 ] 20.40] 3.40] 28.20} 2.40-]17.80] 0.80
s 113.79] 3.20] 6.31] 7.20] s5.63]3.851 7.76] 3.77
_% 6 1 6 | S5 . 5 6 6 S 5
M . 26.83] 2.00] 25.20] -5.80] 29.17] 5.67 | 27.00] -9.20
‘SD "4,83] 2.90] 8.26] 13.57] 5.6016.15 ] 27.12| 25.23 i
fnm | 6 | . 6 s | S5 | 4 | 4 q T 3
¢ ¥ T 2s.83] 2.17[ 27.40[ -2.80] 29.2515.50 1 24.50| 1.25] ‘
s | 6.4a6] 4.66] 5.90] 7.63] 6.13]3.7011.27] 1.71
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conceptual difficulty is low, but the task elicits the child's
abil Lty to respond automatically to often repeated verbal
expréssions of standard American speech. The child comes to
expect or predict grammatic form so that when part of an
_expression is presented he closes the gap by supplying the
missing parts. The test measures the form rather than the
contitit of thic missing word, since the content is provided by
the examiner.

There are 33 orally presented items accompanied by pictures
which portray the content of the verbal expression. The
pictures are included to avoid contaminating the test with
difficilty in the receptive process. Each verbal item consists
of .a. complete statement followed by an incomplete statement to
be finished by the child. The examiner points to the appropriate
picture as he reads the given statements, for example- “Here

is a dog; here areé- 10

The: ';ana,;!.ys':l,‘_s" of variance on the gain score yielded a treatment effect

) Blgnificant at "-t.rie .003 level. ‘The group of children receiving all three

- .gfieé;em;g -of. the progran scored the least gain on this subtest. Those
reoeiv:l.ng the television plus paraprofessional and the television group

o " scg:egjj':tbq .égcgﬁd\xhighest gain. The gain for the television, paraprofessional

andvangroup \_@é- 016 units; the gain for the television only group was

3.47 units: the gain for the control group was 2.18 units.

Table XIII _pi'ébents_. the summary ‘tjble of the analysis of variance of

‘ o the -gain- afdo”r;ég and the a,n,&iysi_s‘_of covariance of the gain scores using the
' pretest -as a covariate. Table XIV presents the means and standard
| deviations of ‘the ‘ gain scores on the ITPA Subtest seven according to treatment,

. @
L

CITPA Subtest. Eight - (Visual Closure)

This test is to tap:

‘The child’s ability to identify a cowmon object from an incomplete
visual presentation. There are four scenes, presented separately,
each containing 14 or 15 examples of a specified object. The

objects are 'seen in varying degrees of concealment. The child is

0. .
1 Ibid, p. 11
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TABLE XIII
SUMMARY TABLES FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 07 GAIN SCORES AND
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF GAIN SCOF: USING PRETEST
SCORES AS COVARIATE FOR ITPA SUBTEST SEVEN
(GRAMMATIC CLOSURE)
ANOVA
Sum of Degrees of Mean F P

Squar_es Fraedom ] Square
T 209.10 3 69.70 4.87  0.003 | ]
A 36.30 2 18.15 1.27 |
X 2.56 1 2.56 0:18 © ]
TXA - 138.60 6 23.10  1.61 0.15
TXS 39.84 3 13.28 0.93
AXS 16.64 2 . 8.32 0.58 %
TXAXS  115.62 6 29.27 1.35 *
‘Within 1315.60 92 14.30 | ﬁ
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TABLE XIV
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MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF PRETEST AND GAIN SCORES
FOR ITPA SUBTEST SEVEN (GRAMMATIC CLOSURE)
ACCORDING TO TREATMENT, AGE AND SEX

IGE Sta- .
(Years) SEX istic ] TV+PP+VAN T™V+PP vV
"Pre | Gain Pre | Gain Pre | Gain
_: _h 6 6 | 4 | 4 | 6 | 6
j M X 10,331 ~3.00 7,003 4.00) 4.50% 3,50} 5.25)
3 sD 3.50 21 1.4 71 2.0811.20 1
G | n_ 3 6 6 { 6 | 6 6
: F X 11.831 -1.67 6.331 1.331 5,331 3,501 6,75
E SD 4.7 3671 1.97) 2.58f 1.6311.51) 6,
{ (2L 5 | 3 5 5 5 1. 5 -4 4 }
.’ S 2,401 2,001 8,671 3,67112.7214,50 111,00
, 4 SD 2. 2,081 s5.511 6.401 4.51 :
. n 4 4 5 1 5 5 .5
| 4 X 10.25} ~1.00 12.00} 3.20 9.001 3.00
sD - 7.14] 4.32 3.i6fl 1.79 2.921] 2.00
[ n 6 6 5 5 1 6 | 6 _
M g 17.33 0.50 15.20 3.40} 13.33}1.83} .
5 sSD 7.39 2.66 9.07 3.44| 4.55] 2.48 .
n 6 6 I .5 ] 5 | 4 | 4 | 4
F +1f_ '9.33 3.83} 15.40 4.40| 12.00] 4.50 ] 18.25
sD 3.50 4.8 $.13 5.55] 4.2413.701'10.87
]
S-
é
¢
3
:
%
y
o
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asked to see how quickly he can point to all examples of a

particular object within a time limit of 30 seconds for

each -scene.ll

Analysis of variance of the gain score yielded a statistically sig-
nificant effect for treatment at the .05 level. The two highest gains
were experienced by the children in the package group, 4.04 units. The
television and paraprofessional group gained 2.89 units and the control

" group had a negative gain of 0.28. "Table XV presents the summary table

for the analysis. of variance on the gain scores and the analysis of co-

: variance using the pretest as a covariate and the gain scores as the
'vatiate.; Table XVI presents the means and standard deviations for

Subtest eight according to treatment, age and ‘sex.

I7Ph Subtest Nine (Auditory Sequential Memory)

The purpose of this test is:

To aggess the child's abilzty to reproduce from memory sequences ;
of digits increasing in length from two to eight digits. The : 3
test differs from the digit repetition task of the Stanford Benet '
or the WISC in that the digits are Ppreser? ‘ed at the rate of two
‘per second instead of one per second and in that the child is
allowed.a second trial of each sequence if he fails on the first
presentation. ‘He receivss more credit for a success on the first
" than. on' the second trial. A more: rapid presentation inakes the

. task.easier, which is necessary for the two and the three year old
children,12 |

Aone~stx1king thiﬁg in this agalysis,was the zero gain for the group

':ﬁgv1ng the";eievision. paraprofessional, and van experience. The group

, receiving-@eleVision oﬁly-achieved-the next highest, and the control group
reéeived the third highest. Table XVII presents the summary table for

the analysis of variance of the gain scores aAd the analysis of covariance

>~  of the gain scores using'ihe pretest as a covariate. Table XVIII presents

- the mean and sfandard:deviations for the subtest nine gain scores by treatment,

1

L Rl o

age and sex.

"INy

ll1pid, p. 12.

¥ By by
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TABLE XV

3 SUMMARY TABLES FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF GAIN SCORES
' FOR ITPA SUBTEST EIGHT (VISUAL CLOSURE)

b T - ANOVA"

"

Sum of ' Degrees of Mean F
Squares Freedom Square

T 360.30 3 120,10  2.69 0.05

A 202.88 2 101.44 2.27 0.11

s 47.33 1  47.33 1.06

S o L
I B '.

TXA . 70.32 = 6 . 11.72 0.26
TXS.  168.09 - 3 56.03 . 1.25
AXS 143.74 2 . 71.87  1.61

o maxs 180.30 6  60.05  1.34

_Within'  4115.16 92 44.73 °

AT
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il H




5)

Pre | Gain
'18050 -r'
4 4.]2 1
I,(\ i - ’ ‘. |
0. 754 1.1
lizlﬁu
. 5.1 4

TV+PP
‘Pre
4
_. 50

-E

FOR ITPA SUBTEST EIGHT {(VISUAL CLOSURE)
ACCORDING TO TREATMENT, AGE AND SEX
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MEANS AND. STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF PRETEST AND GAIN SCORES
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TABLE XVII

SUMMARY TABLES FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF GAIN SCORES ITPA
SUBTEST NINE (AUDITORY - SEQUENTIAL MEMORY)

ANOVA-

Sum of " Degrees of Mean r P
Squares . Preedom Square

]

. 486.96 3  162.32  4.85  .004

A 26.96 2 . 13.48 0.40

LT T W W I TAPITY

s - 83.46 1 83.46 2.49 -0.12.
™ 131.46 6 2191 0.65
XS

125.67 3 41.89 1.25

AXs T . 38.18 2 19.09 0.57 k
. TXAXS  230.46 6 3.4 1a5 i

Within  3081.72 92 33.50
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TABLE XVIII 32
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF PRETEST AND GAIN SCORES
POR ITPA SUBTEST NINE (AUDITORY-SEQUENTIAL MEMORY)
ACCORDING TO TREATMENT, AGE AND SEX

R T N T N R T T T

(Years) | smx I:uu cl
.
3
) J
4
|| X -
4 5D
|
) 4 b 4
18D
=
x [®
5 " [I'sp
&
r L . 2,20
B g,gz'l 7.30 ] 9.79] 2.39
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ITPA Subtest Ten (vVisual Sequential Memory)

According to the authors:

This test assesses the child's ability tu reproduce sequences

of non-meaningful figures from memory. A child is shown each

sequence of figures for five seconds and then is asked to put

corresponding chips of figures in the gsame order. Here again

the child is allowed two trials on each sequence when the

first attempt is unsuccessZul. The sequences increase in

length from two to eight figures.l?

.The analysis of variance for Subtest ten gain scores yielded a treat-
ment effect significant at the .02 level; the analysis of covariance yielded
a treatment effect significant at the .005 level; an age effect significant
at the .00l level. One surprising finding was that the group with the tele-
vision, paraprdfeqs:lonal and van experienced noéativo gain, while the
remaining three groups experienced guins of at least three units. Table XIX
presents the m-u'y table for the analysis of variance of the gain scores.
Table xx presents the mean gain scores by treatment, age, and sex for

Subtest ten.

ITPA Total Test

'!he' compogsite score for the total test yielded no significant differ;--
ences from the analysis of variance of the gain scores. Analysis of
variance on the gain scores of the total test scores yielded an age factor
significant at the .00l level.

a The total gain for the three year olds was 28.44; for the four year
olds it was 22.02; and for the five year olds it was 27.83. Ostensibly,

. this suggests that in general for lianguage dovelopnuit the three and five

year olds are more sensitive to the testing situation or are maturing at
a faster rate than the four year olds.
Table XXI presents analysis of variance summary table and Table XXII

presents mean gains and standard deviations of total tests.




TABLE XIX

SUMMARY TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE oF GAIN SCORES FOR
ITPA SUBTEST TEN (VISUAL SEQUENTIAL MEMORY)

‘ . " Sum of Degrees of Mean
' Squares - Freedom Square

®  330.42 | 3 . 110.14 3.3 . ,02-

:.i" 52.02 2 26.01 0.78 f
‘s . 156.29 1 156.29 4.68
TXA 127.02 6 - 21.17 . 0.63
™S © 8.37 3 2,79  0.08
A 20.62 g "10.31 o0.31 4

TXAXS = 370.08 6 - 6l.68 1.85

Within. 3071.51 92 33.39 , | ]

|
|
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:
E TABLE XXI
' SUMMARY TABLES FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF GAIN SCORES
FOR ITPA TOTAL TEST
ANOVA
Sum of Degrees of Mean '
Squares - Freedom Square F P
T 2239.53 3 746,51 1.94 0.13
A 884.60 2 442.30 1.15  0.32
s 148.93 1 148.93 0.39 -
TXA , 3069.54 6 511.59 1.33  0.25
XS 353.52 3 LIV, 66 0.31 - -,é
AXS . 480.96 2 240.48 0.63 -
TXAXS .  2400.58 6 400.92 1.04 -
Within . 35375.00 92 384.52:
i?..
i




e ”
r H

o

- V.‘
¢
i 1

g

SR DA skt i 4 o0 "

TABLE XXII
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MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF PRETEST AND GAIN SCORES
FOR TOTAL ITPA ACCORDING TO TREATMENT, AGE AND SEX
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The original question was concerned with whether or not the program

appears to be ha’vi;ng any effect on the language development of the children.

The answer to this is a qualified yes. The one subtest of the ten which
correlated directly with the objectives used in the program, when analyzed,
produced a statistically significant treaqient effect. This significant
difference when graphed showed that the subjects reoeiv:l.ng the televisi. on,
paraprofesaionals and van did achieve far more gain than those subjects in
the other groups, suggesting tl}ﬂt the van is having a substantial hlpact
on the trait measured by the ITPA Subtest five. This further luggeat.s a

very important rélationship between the activities in the van and those

objectives in the curriculum concerned with children being able to describe
cbjects in terms of physical characteristics, being able to describe an
cbject in terms of its function; and in temms of its location.

The oontrol group achieving hi:gher gains than the other gzcups is
zling mong many altérnate hypothéses there are at least m which
l__lgy acooiint for this pehencsienon. First, there is the possibility of test

reaction. 'This is where the students achieve leam:l.ng from taking the
test. The LTPA is an extremely complicated test, eakhig approximately
40;-60 minutes to achin:l.sfier. It is reasonable to expect that this munt ‘
oft:l.nedwotedto testingmldimuhnvemeﬂectontheruponuof
the uubjects. A ‘second hypotlnsis is that those students in the oontrol

gr:oup are being exposed to other progrm which tend to facilitato the

develomeni_: of traits measured by the ITPA.

T TP IR T T e YRy
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Final Report
. - ‘ Of .
An Analysis of Children's Language Bchavior

: Conducted for
The Appalschia Educational Laboratory

| s by
“'~: IR 'William J. Griffin
Institute on, School Learning and Individual Differences
o George Peabody College . for Teachers

K «;;»-'w..cwhﬂgﬁhvi_lle, Tennessee

e

-jwork withkpreschool children in communities of Hest Virginia. vSubjects-for
¥

.?thiﬁ investigation had receiyed three types of educational intervention,

.zﬁﬁhichpwill be rsferred to here as Treatmmnt A, Treatment B, and Treatment c..
iﬂrTrcatment A involved home visitation, group work and programmed training

j?via television., Treatment B consisted of home visitation and the television

i

T

. -.".‘;‘

be(designated Age Groaps 1, 2 and 3 Whatever the original composition
STy ;' have been. the language samples available for analySis
:Lfxﬁilrepresented'somswhat varying numbers of children. There is also a wide
,x;i' range qf ages of indivi_auals in each group, and this fact should be kept
¥ n mind ﬁhen interpretation of data reported in this study is offered,

“#fgf}; On the‘pther hand 1: is true that mean agcs,of children in subsets of a




May 25, 1969. 1In making the individual computations, no account was taken
of pericds up to 16 days beyond a full month, but 16 days or more were
counted as a whole month. Table 1 also shows the numbers of children in

the various categories whose language sambles have been analyzed in this

investigation.
y . . Table 1 -
‘Numbers of Subjects, Mean Ages, and Age Ranges in ‘
Nine Categories
(Ages reported in months)
) ‘{:._
Age Group 1 Age Group 2 Age Group 3 -
Mean Age Range Mean Age Range Mean Age Range
o ‘ %
Treatment A 46.90 44-54 59.75 57-62 71.22 67-74
n =10 - n=10 n=9
Treatment B 48.60 4455 62.00 57-66 73.00 68-77
n=8 . n=10 | ne=10
Treatment C 48.56  44-55 .61.40 55-66 72.89 $7-78
n=9 n=9 | n=9 :

b,

On the basis of treatment labels and age group designations, the nine
categories of subjects of this study may cdnveniently be referred to as

Al, A2, A3, Bl1, B2, R2, (1, C2, and C3. '

‘The Purposes of the Study

The analysis of language behavior condusted in this investigation was

intended to apply objective measurements t.o language production of children

affected by the Appalachia Educational Laboratory's three types of educa-
f”;;”mpional_iqtgrvention and to compare the language behavior of subgroups of

" . those children, 1t was also planned to make possible various comparisons
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f-iibofﬁthe };pggége;prpdﬁctibnrbyfthe West Vitginia dhtldreﬁ.W£th,§hat}of; ‘nlil:;?;;

,f--;_i'f"il'ilndezif‘gifrtén children in Tennessée reported by O'Donnell, Griffin, and L *

“io, Norris (1967). 1t was set up to provide evidence oir gross volubility, C mER
% flueney, #nd syntactic control. .Children's syntaetic céntrol was to be

i~ méagured in terms of their rates of uge of certsin language structures.

Language Saimples: Collected  for Analysis

Late 1n the spr ng of 1969, the Appalachia Educational Laboratory

:the study reported by O'Donnell Griffiu, and Norris (1967). As in the

zﬁ;o'viewed.it When a child had seen- one of the films, he was asked 6 tell :;:;iqﬁ

‘\

Kﬂlme=way- The 1nterviewers talk and: children ‘s .otal reSponses wete recorded'
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:InterViewers in Murfreesboro were strictly confined to preplanned formulas
to elicit the child's recounting of what he had seen in the.movie. (Example:
"Now, in your own words, I would like you to tell me the story of 'The Ant
and the ﬁove.'") Control.of their manner of stimulating the child to
comment on the "lesson" of the fable was not quite so rigid, but Morfrees;
- boro interviewers closely followed instructions to hold their unplanned
'ﬁ‘fcconversation‘to a minimum. ﬁest'Virginia interviewers, however, regularly
utled cﬁderenvthrough series of questions and cues that nad few common
patterns.. In only a few instances did West Virginia children proceed

) through an extended,ﬂuninterrupteq, narrative og?what'they.ﬁad seen in the
‘ }“j films, Most frequentIy,‘they responded brierly to queries and promptings,
‘\.often‘in-etliptical expressions of 5enia1 or assent, in other syntactically
- incompLete.constructions,ion,1ﬁcassertions such. as. "I don't know." At
,£ " gome points, quite irrelevant conversations developed; they were excluded
';'ffrom;analysis-and reporting.

_ ‘Fbr éhé‘mpst‘Pﬁtkg,Eb doubt, the'practice of the West'Virginia
?iistefviewersiwas a respOnse to unwiIlingness or inability of the children ¢
'i to offer unassisted accounts of what they had seen and how they had
‘;{:\;jt'interpreted the films. The possible implications of this assumption will
. "i ‘;be'_di\scussed later.
ﬁlSome difficulty developed in-the'recording and transcription of the
L‘childrenﬁs-langqage_sampleso The speech of one child (a boy in subgrouﬁ
BS) was sofindistinct,that it could not oe prooerly deciphered. Responses
‘ml_$£ twovothér children interviewed (one in subgroup Al, the other in subgrouo

L fA5) could not be located on the tapes; quite likely,when they were inter-

:viewed the recorder was not operating properly. Names of these three
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 children will be found in Appendix A, which also. lists, in the subgroups
to which they belong, the 84 childfen whose language samples have been

analyzed.

In all, a total of 15,712 words produced by the children were subjected

to study.

Analysis of the Language Samples

- = " . The verified transcriptions of children 8 oral responses, after elimi- -
| ‘ution of irrelevant conversation, were first marked to identify audible
pnua‘es (tie oral signs of ‘hesitation usually trenac:ibed' as. '»"uh") and - - :
ggrbles | (fal,te starts » gi;.omal redundancies, and hopelessly tangled syntax). S
.  Thus freed from clutter," the necérded speech samples were then ‘”_-Mte-d; -
into what, ,f_o’l_.'lqning Hunt "(;1965‘) , are "calied T-inits, short for "m:l.nimal
terminable syntactic units-.'_' A c_dnplete T-unit is the kind of ayntaetie o . ,'- 3
consttucti'on traditionally id‘entified as a .grmtically- complete simple o
o ~or complex (but ngt'con'pound or compoumd-c_omplex)-'sentence'.:]" If an

e_'xi::ession lacks either a subject or a -predicate, or both, it is in tlii'e

" .ib"

- study (for cbnvenience and with some ‘theoretical justification) called an '-

.@r_;_,.“.‘j;’:. ’inconplete T-unit. - _— ' : : o j

L - T-units (both complete and incouplete) were iuadividually entered on

e analy_eis- shee‘tg, one of which is atta_ched' to this report as Appendix B.

i “‘ Items Iisted on :.th_e. analysis sheets include a word count and a record of

‘- wvhether Jtl-le T-unit Was -conplete or incomplete, as well as a count of', garbles
‘ and audible panse’s- in it. Thke greater part of the analysis sheet (69 items),

&

1. Adveantages of employing the é-'.;nit as the basic reference unit in
- studies of children's language are dzmonstrated by Hunt (1965) and 0'Donnell,
S Criffin, and Norris (1967).
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houever, relates to incidence of syntactic features of the T-unit Entries
on the analysis sheet will be explained in the next section of this report.

' Occurrence of sny feiture named on the analysis sheet was recorded.

Analysis of T-units and rccording of their syntactic features were
: perforned by coupetent individuals, but each analysis sheet was rechecked

" by the director of this investigation.

Sn-naries of all analysis sheets for each individual child constitute

the taw data from wbich the more refined statistics reported here have been
; deri ved ,me mﬂes comprised not only sume of occurrences specifically
s _ nned on the anslyﬂis sheets but also reports on incidence of responses

’ jconsisting only of singledword expressions of assent or dissent, incidence

R ]

) .'of other oﬁé-mrd- ,resp'mses, total inc’cmplete units consisting of more thsn-
) onevord total mltiple-word units, and total words. in multiple-word

e T uni_ts. ("&:ltiple-nord units" include all thoce composed of more than

$ e -

At this point an explanation ¢f the word count is in order. Cus-

'?-tonary entries in standard dictionaries were generally depended on for

: 'identification of individual words but two special rules were adopted

'Contractions snch as don' t, isn' t, snd he'd were counted as two words,

lnd ordinary/ compound nouns were given the count indicated by the number

£ of bases--conpmnded Thus motorcycle vas counted 2s two words (a noun

_ adjunct * a noun), as was windmill or bedroom But words such as sometimes

“and an Ehit_lg vere mnot regarded as "ordinary compound nouns;" they were

counted as gingle vords.

‘.,‘.lbl'!‘

stk il I e




N Explanation of Items on the Analysis Sheet
- Most of fhe items énteféd on the analysis sﬁéet were selected for
: attention becaﬁse‘tnvestiggtions have shown them ‘to be significant 1n‘
- a_ség-.sm; of lengusge performance of preschool and elementary school
_‘dbiIdrgﬁtz |

Stnce §he intent ua; to provide for possibilities of .a quite high
“upper“ligit';f I;mgygge-ﬁaturffy,‘some items were inéiuded-thatzwere.un-
likély'to.ocgur in the speech of six-year ol&s. Examples are “Introductbry‘
i gadvgrbiais-uith 1nveztedAsubjgcts,“ "Expanded phrasal verbs," "Pre-posed
ierﬁesjofﬁthréé-pr'more‘qgjectiveé;“ “fost~po;¢qéseriés of tﬁo adjectives,"”
- iﬁﬁ'"rosteposed-series éf‘three of‘more adjectives." OCn the other,héﬂd,
Fhé;groqpszég_fgeﬁb'rélating to neg;t;ons and Eueétiqns would:qrdinarily'
o fig#rd;inpﬁrﬁﬂﬁti§’only\ipzthepé&udy-df Ianguagéwggqﬁiéition-of_children
-fjioﬁnggfsiﬁéﬁ~th§§e dealﬁ with here. By age four, norﬁél childfeﬁ
cﬁéﬁﬁééériatica}I; have effective comsand'of these resources., The items
';éq:négq;;on;faga qﬁestion;-were included in this ahalysis because they
were given sPec§a1 attention 1ﬁ-the:syilgbus preﬁ&red ﬁy Ho0pe§ and
'thrQhall (1958) for -the work to be carried on with theiﬂbst Virginia
preschool éhiiaren. | |
| 'Siniéctic £eétuges 1dent1£igd in the analysis sheet as "simple
-._”ﬁtrﬁcé?rés? gre-phose explained 1nA£he transformational theory of grammar

lé being derived from a single base. 'Complex structures™ are those

" accounted for in transformational theory’as deriving from fwo or more

-syntactic bases. A glance at the analysis sheet will show that iﬁ

- 2. 8See; for example, Templin (1957), Loban (1963), Hunt (1965),
0'Donnell, Griffin, and Nerris (1967), and Menyuk (1969).

ERIC

A rox provided by R




l-""‘"l-‘. R - ®
“ .. o g —
. o s
n TS i isia ki
- e T - - . -~
. . - . . L
BT B - \
[N g et
- CE M 'y - e
far - b R
- ‘a L) ”
. a : . o - > . .
i - . + .
el 1 : - T
h .
; - -8
i
. s .
) /’ .
PR - T
- LA
- L. A
T }—-v--. Srrma e T .
s TR L -
v

identifies‘ SOme genersl categories of. sy-ntsctic structures thst are
broken dom into eomponents, the hierarchicsl relstionships being
indicsted by identation. Geners-lly, then, the sum of psrsllel indented

&, <

mtries woul.d indicate the totsl occurrencea of the feature cstegorized'

in the superior hesding (in the next left position) immediately 8bove SRSy i

,\% )
; th An exception to this rule is msde, however, for the entriea,

__11 ,ti_ ‘_sl’_ gstions" A d “Ellipticsl questions," and the exception is‘

-

indicsted by their siﬂgulsrity, they aré not breskdowns of a superior

~ -

cstegoxj. S T o S R

liany of the entries on the ansl»ysis sheet sre ao trsditionsl in

L& L. - »--' - " - : - _., =

"5;' Iih-quests ons, 80 cslled becsuse many of them begin with words like J
what, .where, ._1;- are questions thst cannot be answered aimply by - . #
: ”Ye‘“ or ﬂno " B . ~ : - - —. o ‘:

E:pletive constructions -are those thst hsve an empty word in the

g

'T\

;;‘.gf{“ -bject posit'ion, uhi?le the setusl subject is expreased lster in the

oy
,“‘

g cleuse., Ihe comonest kind of expletive cmatmt"“m may be exemplified

by the sentence; "l'here are three ehildren here." Another type ia

‘)

illustrsted in‘ "It is true thst I ran awsy”"

Introductory sdverbisls with. inverted subjeer are exemplified by
"'!hen cme the dawn," _

e In this snalysis, expsnded phrassl verbs are srbitrsrily defined .

R ss verbsl expressions consisting of a principsl verb preceded by more thsn

; ‘“"M one suxilisry. A ‘l'hus, “He have been g_in,g' is a&id to contain an




.....

expandeu phrasal verb, but “He ahould listenﬂ does. not (under the adopted
definition), The infinitive_particle,tg_does_not figure in thia-count of
}uords. It‘shoﬁld‘be added that verb forms ro110wing tlke principal rerb
are here not regarded as expanding the phrasal verb. Thus, "He was
ggigg.to write“ is not regarded as containing an expanded phrasal verb.
Ralating to the items involving adjectivea, only tvio points need
clarification First, predicate adjectives (sometimes called adjective
complementsg) such as brave in "The hero was brave," were not counted
becaﬁge (a) traneformetionel.theory regards them as belonging to the
aelementei”syntactic:baSe of a sertence an* (b) gﬁildren norﬁellf acquire‘
itheir use very early. Of course, a seriea of predicate adjectives (as «
| Iin "'l‘he hero was brave and”gg:_ong' "Ywould be reported among coordinations.
“Second, it‘should be. understood that when two. or more. adjectives stand |
.l'before or after the nominal they modify, the analysis sheet calls for re-
:,'corﬂing them as a aingle seriea But in the total adjective count, every |

; :"‘.jindividtlal adjective 1nv01ved in pre~posed and post-posed series was

_—

‘??kf;_recorded

Nour gdjﬁncte'arexillustrated‘by.eommer in the construction suniner

\A

' day or by motor im motoreycle.

The genitive forms counted as modifiers are only those'that,precede

the.nomindl, gg‘in ggglyggg, A later, éeparate item provides'for recording

predicate genitives soch'as his in "The book is his.” |
Nominalizations of rerbs are infinitives-or verbels endiang in -ing,

(often called gerunds) when they clearly function in ways nouns may

; _ function. “To fish is fun" and “FiSh g is fun" both illustrate such

% ' nominalization. But go do "He wnnted to fish" and “He liked fishing."




-

The mly’aia s‘neet celle for aeperete recording of :I.nfinitivee euch
eo that 1n "He wanted to ﬁeh " 1dent1fy:lng 1t as a speciel kind of

g : elénent 1n a. verb phrase. There 1s overlap, then, in the 1tem dealing
- ’i“:‘["%l _; .;.,,
v{th nominalizatione of verbs and the 1te|n on 1nf1n1tives in verb

;r“'

phraqes. But there are différences not only in the fact that nominali-

, :etions 1M1“de geﬁ:'unds, but elso because 1nf1n1tives that extend verb

".-Lphrasee ere not \eli nominals. In "I-Ie 13 going to ﬁeh " the infinitive

:’r.i;',uoul d be 1 mted “ belonging to the verb phrase but not as a nominalization

i

'{_._;}? It mst be cleirly underotood of course, that 1nfin1tives are not counted

L

then they rep:.‘Ee t the

v J,,- ﬁ,"

m@ or ‘are 'rlooee‘ly assooieted*«with a whole sentence. They do mot

“'J..apeciﬁcally modify a perticular element in the T-unit 'I'here is gomé

LS all poaitiéno. CIauses such as ;L ‘ninf:_ or you see were pleced in. the\

P —'

category ot‘ aentence adverbiale when they were 1ntrojected within another

R 'I"‘I_: clause. Such expresaions were eleo so lebeled ‘when they caiie at the énds

-,

f'of cleuses, es were tag questions like "did he?" and "didn't he?™ But
Ly then euch an expression as "I think" was the first element in a cleuse ‘

thet offered a nominai object of the verb_,; »tt. wés naturel;ly not _1dent,i_‘ﬁed-

+
* [

eo e sel:ltence adverb:lel ‘b W
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?inally it may be noted that when tyo T-unita were joined by &

’J

coordinating conjunction (examples- and, but, for, and go when it does

- ‘mot cnrry the sense of purpoae), the: conjunction was regarded as

éfli}?? introducing the aecond T-unit But thisakind~o£ introductory expreaaion : L ?
..}:3? is underatood 48 a 1inker, not aa a sentence adverhial

- . - 1
L] L - R

Troceaaing and Reporting the Data

The lnalyaes performed in thia inveatigation dealt with behavior of

~
C\

. .

b W__

children in nine auhgroupa defined solely by tréatment type and age range.
: 5 Further breakdown by aex appeared not to be feaaihle because membership

?ﬁin all auch%aubaeta would have heen,very low; two of them'would have been o 3
W R 3}}\ . . ;

f compoaed of only three children. ‘Iahle‘J haa identified:the subgroups
g studied; :vffx;*fp” | ;g';;;;E'

“C

Some of the language features noted in analyaea and. summaries ahowed o

Suhgroup,means of total production of both

complete and incomplete T-units were. computed hut it appéared unnecessary

T
.

R

/ ‘to: t*eport theln. Lo | ,
g;;gt?ﬁgl_i‘ Fbr all other—language~£eaturea that figure in this report, beginning
R with item“lG on thg analyaia aheet ‘the individual and suhgroup tates: of
ir“idence per lOO T-units were computed The-snhgrpup means are presented
in three, tables.a'.'“-,;_l L T o L

A few itema named on the enalysia sheet (predicate genitives, for example), ,

:;h~ﬁ%ere.£qund not“touhe repreaented in the corpus\studied; others were observed
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to occur so sporsdicsliy thst ststisticsl sttention to them is useless.
Still other items are not reported in the tsbles because their ocCUr-

3

rences were slmost invsrisntly tied to. another language feature that is

-,

f.;;7_sccounted for. For exsmple, 31 of the 61 participles that modified

& ot

‘”ﬁj nominels in the language ssmples vere in the. present tense* ¢onsidering

?};2.130 the subgroup scstter of psst psrticiples, it seemed trivial to

:éﬂprocess ststisticslly the tense differsntistion in sdjectivsl psrticiples.

ﬂhen the ravw dsts on occurrence of vsrious syntactic features in

T

r“?;each child's lsnsusge production had been translsted i{nto percentsges

:'of the multiple-word uni s they hsd produced those percentages constituted

.the input for s 3 X 3 fsctorisl anslyses of vsrisnce as shown in Figure 1

Q(Liudquist, 1953, pp. 20? 216) i' ; B ~,W.?%W-

. . ":‘ " 1 ;-"hl | I l | g
e I N

S T R A D

_ Figure 1. Experimentsl Design used to assgess trestment snd
R ”?_. group effects. '

) Subnnsl?ses were conducted at esch age group level using the simple
'rsndomized'unalyses of vsrisnce (Lindquist, 1953, PP- 47-66) If signifisg?‘“
cant dﬁfferencee werc found between treatments at a psrticulsr sge group

level, orthogonsl compsrisons uere used ‘to test the following hypotheses' :

: -"j.m /(rz AT3 |
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The Processed Data
Table 2.shows for subgroups of subjects the mean frequency, standard
‘“‘;;;f—'deviatipn, and,individual range of total occurrences of garbles, audible
'E'fpauses,jsinglezﬁordsvofbassent or -dissént, and'gther one-word responses.
ﬂ!fableil\reﬁorts subgroup nean§; standard deviations, and individual
;;ﬁrangesvottpercentages of multiple-word units that were incomplete, total
:uwords in multiple-word units, :and ‘mean word length of multiple-word units.
. Table344 5 and 6 all report, for treatment-age subgroups, incidence
r{tlof certain language features as ratios of occurrence per 100 multipledword
;i'T~units (both complete and incomplete) These tables are closely but not

1 .

; f}iexactly keyed 6 the analysis sheet As explained earlier, some items on

??3the analysis sheet ‘have been omitted Some rearrangement of the order Of

g i

Eiﬂitems has also proved desirable.
Table 4 reports rates of occurrence of ten types of expression which,
e”?, for reasons explained earlier, are labeled "simple structures." It-should
/ ‘be noted that in Table 4 the Sum of contracted negatives and negative words
Ll‘approximates the “total shown for~negations in general implied negatives
‘figure in thatftotal but vere so few in number that they were not enfered
in the tablé Similarly, yes/no questions and wh-questions make up the
f;:total for questions in general
| Tablo 5 reports the. relative incidence of complex syntactic r*ructures
~251'Ehét'dOVHQE:iﬂVGI?eifull clausesc It should be noted that somie of the
‘fiihgcategorieslérelbroken donn'into constituents indicated by indentation,

N ‘In:fablewdnareﬂshown the meandoccurrences per 100 multiple-word

T-units of various types of subordinate clauses and of the use of co-

ordinating conjunctions to introduce T-units. As in Tables 4 and 5, break-

downs of categories are indicated by indentation in the item list,
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Table 3 *

Percentage of Multiple-Word Units. Ihdghﬁic‘to,.’: Total Words in
A " Multiple-Word Units, and Mean Word Length of:Those.Units
% of multiple- “Total words In Mean word length of
Treatment-age vord units incomplete. ° multiple-word units multiple-word units
subgroups . . . X .8 ____Range X ¢ __8 _Range X __ s Range R
Al 128,80 16.66  11,11-71,43 169,7¢ 110,62 45-386  5.49 1,20 = 3.50-7.15
pL 30,88 25,72  10,34:100,00 115,10 49.86 525199 . 4,59 .93 3,25-6.24
c1 42.54 . 28,62  0.00-100.00 72,11  53.91.19-178 ° 4,84 1,88 3,17-9,00
A2 31.00 15,86  9.10-53,57 155,00 98,31 46-377 5,06 1,12 3.07-6,39
" B2 . (25.77 15.88  10.00-55.55 . 216,90 175.40. 69-411° 6,08 . 10,29, .3.83-7.89
c2 .- 79.64 - '16.02  9.48-61,91 . 228.80- 120,3i’-78-463'3 5,90 - 1,47 - 3.76-8,90
A3 20061, 11,95 - 2.98-37.50 : 225,89 161,04 45-386 © 6,16 1,25 2,94-6,87
. B3 27,96 13,35 | 6.45-46,43° 196,44 50,42 124-289 ° 6,15 0,95 4.43-7,00 '
c3 © 82,05 17,21 . 13,16<60,00 213,33 86,70 '140-423 6,15 2,00 4.12-10.85 \
- ) [
c o ) W
. - | R
Wﬂm " " s O diaimaiorit - i il i
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100 Multiple-Word T-Unite

' 'Table &

-

,uﬁpn.lncidoncglﬁf 31h919e8:thcturoit: Occurience per -

B3

e

Negations (all types)

Contrdcted Negatiégp .

Negative Words
Elliptical Negatives

- Questions (both types)

Yes/Nq:Queofions
Wh-Questiona

Ellipticél Questions

Expletive Constructions

Indirect Objects

Al
32,04

17.99
13.59

21.63

2.59
2.59

.95
3.14

__Bl

11.15
11,15

3,98

€l _
41,02

25.37
14,28
12,69

1.59

2.39

1.19

.29
.91

.73
o?3

Wb

075 core!

.5 ‘_

19,39

11.21
8.18
7.88
1.21

.91
.30

.54

2,95

13.99

7.3
5.59
3.59

5.24
2.80
2.45
2.10

1.14

18.90- °

9.61
' 9.29
8.65

3.52

.96
2.56
1,92

2039 -

5,64

’QI‘_PPl i
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S L e ‘:' Megn Inc:l.donqe of Bubolaunl ccuplox struoturus
W Occurrunce pcr 100 Mhltipledﬂord TiUnits ‘g-\- : K Y

- . 'rreamnt-Ase Subgroups P T I
Variable . . . .. .. . . Al Bl Gl - A2 B2 _.C . "i _ S

1
&

. 30.26 35.40

5.53 4.45

3.59 7.08 L

.28 30 .

1.61 . - :
4.88. 3.60
1.57 2.52 °
8.43

.80 .95
8.23 8.58
3.64 6.62
2.23  1.55
2,36 .40 .
'8.07 4,53 o
1.62 ... .
2.91
9.73

TN
[ ]

Non-claulal modiﬂers of nominals 28.05 '19.47 18.70 22.62 39.51 27.34
.- Adjectives ‘ 6.47 6.76 6.72 5.41 1l1.74 6.19
' Single, pre-posed’ 4,40 3.35 6.28 .. 4.88 10.11 4.92
Pre-posed series of two . . .~ . .92 1,70 4k ‘. .93 .38
Single, post-posed ' .17 : T 520 .67 47
. Noun adjuncts o | 4,57 . 4.19 1,97 3.37 6.23  4.33
. Appositives. BT . 2.26 .86 Ah o 174 24 - 1
. Genitive forms “ .. 9.02 5,95 4.74 0 5.83 6.68 7.2
I"Participlea (non-phrasal) R & A L 43 1,70 . .21, 1.1
Phrases . S 3.7 1.70 ..1,01 - 3.40 S5.64 zaﬁ
| 4.3
1.1

Prepositional : ‘ . 8,12 1.22 1.01 3.02 4.58 °

Participial ‘ W17 o .97 .88 : 1.
Infinitives ’ .46 47 _ ‘ .18 .16

- Nominalizations of verbs 3.20 1.01 3,22 2,94 4.21 | 4.20 .
‘Geruinds 1.34 _ 1.70 85 2.12
Infinitives | 1.69 1.72 1.51 2.09 4,92 2.08

Infinitives in vérbal expreseioiis 4,52 2.35 . 4.82 4,13 6.31 6.70 & 97

(excludirg those associated ,
with modal auxiliaries) _ \

Adverbials 6f Manner 3.00 2.16 .79 2.06 .36 2.11 45 1.36 99 . -
Single worde 2.53 .1 1.70- .36 .83 .16 .83 ‘ v ‘
Prepositional phrasie , 48  1.57 .79 .36 1.42 .33 33 .99
Sentence Adverbials 4,12 2.73 ' 2,13 5.23 7.95 6.27 4.08 6.74 5.83
Coordinated structures within Ts=Units 9.25 6.49 .16.99 6.37 11.97 9.83 14.80 19,50 11.25

Nominals 2,46 1.49 1.33 1.49 35.14 2.43 2.73 7.47 3.66

Adjectivals . o ‘ 79 .89 74 .54 1.20

Adverbials ' 2.04 23 .85 ¢ .36 .46 .31 . 1.57 46 .79
Predicates | _ o 4.75 4,78 14.01 . 3.62 5.62.  6.54 10.86 9.93 6.80

VM N OO
wwuaqgngQ'nguw
OCRNWANEOAMOO hA®DO

Y-

0

w

-
LSy

-P
b’
~N
AN
g-Pd\
S R

L

. . T X ,
. “M;. . . . . - IR . . - . ¥
0 H T — Cara— o . By - e — -
. 1

| EKC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

FRTRr LY Py BN L AT beiia o r Y _\;—IMQ it el 31}-. Y




ra
»

“Table\G

Occurrence per 100 Mpltipl.JWord T-Units

Mean - Incidence of Subordinate clauaea and of T-Unita
Introduced by Coordinating Conjunctions:

Treatmant-hse Subgroupa

Variablel i.: — Al_

Bl cl A2 32 ‘C2 A3 B3 c3
Total subordinate clauses 14.76 11.55 13.43 7.75 21.56 16.24 13.33 17.82 14.74
Noun clauses 6.462 1.89 1.44 1.61 6.12 4.74 4.38 5.53 4.45
Adjective clauses 1.73 3.44 1.78 85 4.99 3.08 1.26 1.92 1.68
Introduced by relative pronouns - .5% .91 Ab .21. 1.16 1.71 .18 . 9% |
. Without introductory worxd 1.19 2.98 1.33 .64 3.81 1.36 1.07 .98 1.68
Adverbiel clauses 6.11 3.9 5.88 3.38 7.23 6.40 8.38 10.73 8.74
Time . 1.52 .62 2.99 1.61 2.37 2.36 2,70 3.34
Place : | .35 | .16
Manner . ) .36 .33 .40
Cause 3.96 3.28 1.66 3.15 4.54 3.64 4.92 6.58 5.00
Condition | .29 - Tt .63 ' .38 .18
Comparison ' .21 .21
Purpose 43 ' .33 .18 .79 40
Result .18 .26
Other .79 .24
T-units introduced by coordinating S ’
conjunctions 14.13 14.35 21.18 .23.85 28.27

6.16

LY

21.77

28.98

27.28

-;g ‘*‘

8T

b L rmtee ey e — — s ] ™




jand 8 respectively. Tsbles 9, 10, and 11 present summaries of sub-
:._:'snslyses of variance within treatﬁent’subgroups at the three‘age levels.
. As explsined earlier, the items involved in these subanalyses are only
' ”-Ithose-for which theﬂprobabilityiyalue st some point in,Tables 7 and b .

o uus_fbund'to‘be at the .10 level or better.

"?iof subjects of this study may complicate interpretstion of the language.
i‘ianalysis that hss.been,performed. There are other pertinent vsriables on
.. which information has. aot been availsble. The IQ factor, on which the sub~
;1}¥gr0upg’of children‘may*differ'remarkably, cannot here be taken fnto account, _“E
No infornstion islat-hand, either, on variations in home environment, which . ]
"':ﬁay significantlygcondition language behavior. Such variables as these_may
f?; quite'possibly explain to some degree the differences observed in comparisons

; _of subgroups ss small as those involved in this investigation.
-_studied here was collected under a special:set of conditions. Those condi- .

::csll ior'yerbalizations-dependent on both the children's perceptions as

'=';those with the youngest subjects; rsther frequently included interviewers'

ik bkt i Banay % - T ———

P

~ "

Sumariés of analyses of variance- in :nean rstes of occurrence of -

F

subclsussl and of clausal syntactic festures sre provided in stles 7

-

Interpretstions

It has already been noted that wide age ranges within the subgroups

" \%
#I' JI. .

~ Another limitation to be kept in mind is that the language corpus

.

tions have been described earlier in this report. They were such as to

they viewed filis and on their wemory of what they had seen, The»presence

'_of tape recorder and micrvphone may also have affected some of the children

‘88 distractions or inhibitors. Transcriptions of interviews. particularly

explanations and assurances relsting to the recording equipment, as well




Mean Total Wordage in MnltipleJWbrd T-Unita, Maan Length of Such Units,

Table 7

and Mean Rates of Use of Subclausal Syntactic Styuctures Per

100 Mul tiple-Word T-Units:

Summary of Analyses of

Variance for Age and Treatment Groups

_Age Groupsi

"_Trggtment Grougs

_ ége X'Treatman m

i

. 60.08

.40

133,72

.89

ST Error Within
: d ' ‘Mean Sq. Mean Sq. Mean Sq. Mean Squiare
Variable (df = 2) °F _(df = 2) F (df = 4) F (df = 75)
Mean total wordage . 56725.26 3.68%* 1242.56 .08 22107.33 1.43 15403.33
Mean length of T-units 10.83 .28 , 40..02 1.03 21.85 .56 38.78
Expletive cats. 6.23 1.67 +65. .17 6.50 1.74 3.73
Indirect objects 40.69 3.52%% 4.00 .34 18.45 1.60 11.56
"Non-clausal modifiers ‘ ( :
of nominals 692.38 2.65% 4.33 .02 334.10 1.28 261.38
Adjectives 8.97 .16 - 41.62 74 106.14 1.89 56.15
Noun adjuncta 16.25 .71 26.96 1.18 16.85 .74 22.86
Appositives 5.27 1,03 6.64 1,30 5.00 .98 5.11
Genitive forms 65.11 1.30 11.44 .23 21.85 43 50.15
Participles - 2.72 74 2.99 .82 2,29 .63 3.65
Phrases 139.61 6.27%* 23.94 = 1.07 49.70 2.23% 22.27
Prepositional 45.60 3.75%* 13.15 1.08 30.81 2.53%% 12.17
" Participial 17.18 4,67%% - .64 . .17 1.39 .38 3.68
Infinitive 7.51 3.10%* 5.32 2.19 3.29 1.36 2.42
- Nominalizations of verbs 86.88 2.58* 2. 74 .08 24 .61 .73 33.62
Gerunds - 5.16 .60 6.85 .80 8.76 1.02 8.54
Infinitives 46.74 2.15° 25.66 1.18 7.19 .33 21.69
Infinitive complements of _ _
non modal verbs 75.37 2.72% 49.04 1.77 19.57 .71 27.70
Adverbials of manner 7.69 1.13 2.73 - .40 10.00 .1.47 6.81
Single words 4.16 .95 10.56 2.41% 5.91 1.35 4.38
Preposition phrases 1.09 .38 3.24 1.13° 2.9  1.02 2.87
Sentence adverbials 91.07 1.78 13.78 . .27 15.22 .30 * 51.05
Coordinations 251.06 1.36 59.63 32 224.26 1.22 184.24
Nominals 57.05 &4, 38%* 51.70- :3.97%% 21.92 1.68 13.03
Adjectivals 1.55 .59 .87 .33 2.91 1.10 2.64
Adverbials . 3.55 .87 - 6.48 1.59 2.21 .54 4.07
Predicates 111. 50

. 150,20

*Significant at the .10 level.
**Significant at the .05 level
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Mbnn Rntes of Usetof Clausaﬂ Syutactic;Structu:.s Per 1?}
. 100 !!ult::l.ple-ﬂdrd‘ T-Un:lts i Analyus of -
Viriance 1n Agel Srou

(l ] i, {l

\ . AR _T&a__urom ‘Age X Treatment i Error Within
3 Mean Sq. - Mean Sq“[ ‘ ,Lnean Squaré.

:]ufé"'m Sq. = F ‘
(df - 4) -

| _variable. . . _(Af = gl m;g

(df = 75)

Subordinaté Clauses:
‘Noun Clauses ‘

Adjective Clauses

109 57 v
6.64 -

33.08 ¢ -

98
.26.

1.76

- 193. 74f;~ |
o 2 33* R

''58.51

8.17

1 58

122 67

25, 07

'.13, 82

. : Without intro, word . 3.95 . .26 19.37..  1.30
' Adverbial Clauses 135028 2.84% . 13, 69-‘ <29
L Time \ 16.23 ~ .96 19.88 1 18
S " Place o 09 54 - 2T 1.59 .
A ~ Manner S 1 1000 7. a4t f.08 i
. ‘Cause ' 46.67  2,49% a 13m1$r «70 .
R Condition . . .63 " 1.46 .05 1L
! Comparison . - .18 2,13 . .04 .- .53
o Purpose T ©1.01° 1.33 W ll T 9%,
y Result .. 20 0 2,07 .06. .
‘ Other AT} | .76 51 W75
‘Coordination of T-Units 1860.76  5.43%* 86,79 . 25

« 57 o

© 8,46 i .57
26.41 . 55
4,64 .27 ;

.09 . W54 17

14.93
45.54

+19 .45 . A1

6.26 .33 . 18.74
.62 . 1.43 . - .43
204 .53 | .08
54 . - .70 . .76

- .80 120 - - .67
62.59 ~ .18

16.83

.06 57 IS [ N
3251

*Significant at the .10 level.
**Significant at the .05 level.




Table 9

Subanalyses of Variance 1n Raté of Use of Selected
L Synfactic Structores for Treatment Subgroups
“ —cheml of Age Group 1.

P P ,
—— —3
—

| ‘ ‘Exror, Within Subgroups
an ‘. 2 L Mean Squares : Mean Squares
'varm:le I (df =2) - F_ (df = 26)

Total words 1 multiple- . - e .
Cwotd ‘unitg . _ 7848.37 ) 3 15094.69
-'Mean length of T-units ‘34.52 48 72.09
Indirect objects 20,20 4 ,.30%% 4.70
Non-clausal ‘modifiers of S '
’cnnmdnals : . . 385.89

s
T

f;“ - ;3{: 3,7‘
L4 -

1.26 306.13 ]
kfhrases - 19.72 1.88", 10.48 )
e Prepositional 13,22 1.66 " 7.9 : J
©  Participial RS .95 ° . .10
s Infinitive .68 .60 1.13 ,
;;" meﬁnalizations of verbs 15,91 .65 24.27 j
..~ Infinitive complements -of . ’ i
ﬁﬁ -7 pon-modal verbs 17,75 . 60: 29.67 :
" Singledword a&verbials of - :
L mantier - 16,98 2.05 8.26 A4
S Coordinations of nominals- - 3.67 "~ .36 : 10.30 :
;” _ Nouni-clauses - 74.08 3.85%* - 19.24 ;
S Adverbial Clauses: - 14.46 _ 25 56.66
ﬁc~ - .. Cause - 12,990 . .94 13.77 ]
Zi.¢ - coordinations of T-units 182,000 - = .91 200,34 ' , i
3 e : . {.
LUV we *Significant at the .10 Ievel
T **Significant at the‘ .05 level.
foolo B -
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“ 'Variable _

" gotal words -in multiple-

. Table 10

- ;'Suﬁaﬂélyées of‘Vari&ﬁce i Rate of Use of Selected
Syntactic Strictures for Treatment Subgroups .
- of Age Group 2

A

_laf = 2)

Meéan Squares

"Error1W1Eh{n”Subgr§ups

Mean Squares
F - (df = 25)

‘word units - 34246.51
Mean length: of T-units 50 27

indiréct dbjects . . 42,

- Non-clausal modifiers of c
" “noii{nals < - . .. - 138.90

‘Phrases ‘ 7.77

Prepogitional “ 6.14

Participial .16.
. “Infinftive - .08
Nominalizations of verbs 4.58
- Infinitive complements, of
. -~ non=ioddl verbs - 16.53
Single-woxd adverbials of

mantier 5.43

;-”;,COOrdinations of nominals 33,§I
' - Noun -clauses 46,34
. Adverbial Clauses . 35.32

-Cause ‘ 4.57

.. Coordinations of T-units  18.47

18992.15

13.30

216.08
22,85

16.94
'3.31

.20
.24 48=

34.20

1.92
13.68

27.80
36.12
18.08.

270 '3186-'

#Sigaificant at. the .10 Tevel.
- #*Signfficant at the .05 level.
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Table 11

Subanalyses of Variance in Rate of Use of Selected
Syntactic Structures for Treatment Subgroups
of Age Group 3 -

-

Error Within Subgroups

| - Mean Squares Mean Squares
Variable -~ = (df = 2) F . _(df = 24)
Total words in multiple- .
word units 1964.75 | .16 11998.55 '
Mean length of T-units .38 . .17 2.17
Indiract objects 20.51 1.19 17.17
Non-clausal modifiers of : r
nominals 149.15 57 7 260.07
" Phrases 93.05. 2.70% 34.43
Prepositional | 53.86 4. 58%% 11.77
‘Participial 3.09 - .39 7.9 ;
Infinitive 10.80 1.76 6.14 1
. Nominaljizations .of verbs. ~30.98 .58. 53.27 ; E
 Infinitive compléments of - ’ ' ;
non-modal verbs : 51.82 2.76% 18.80 _ )
‘Single-word adverbials of Lo ' :
" manner » 1.75 1.74 1.01
. Coordinations of nominals 56.90 3.71%% 15.32
‘Noun clauses 3.72 .13 28.54
Adverbial Clauses 14.47 .29 49.55
-Cause 7.91 .32 24.83 #

Coordinations of T-units 11.81 .02 571.15

_ *significant at the .10 level. ‘ - ,
**Significant at the .05 level. '
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as requests that the.children "speak up" or that théy shéuld not just nod
or shake their heads. One aanntage of the research procedure adopted
was that it provided afuniform stimulus for the language behavior to be
sﬁudieq; there i, therefore, a common basis for comparisons. The language
sampies obtained, however, do not necessarily show what the children's
sﬁeech may be under other stimulus conditions.
It mustfbe\fecognized, too, that this stady does not deal with all

the aspects of lahguage that might be of interest. It did not assess
voéabglariesg it did not report on articulation or other aspects of
, prbnqnciaéion, and it did not concern itself witﬁ grammaticéi forms of

words or matters that are traditionally referred to as problems of usage.
‘Though ft-reéprﬂéd certain fegtures of langUagé behavior that simply reflect
fluencyﬁli: focugg&-attgﬁgion‘on the child;enls'Syntax. Even ia this area,
Epﬁ coufsg,:tﬁe intent was not to produce an exhaustive analysis but to

S

attend. to features most likely to indicate the children's degree of

o :-COntrol of the syntactic resources of their language.

Fluénci
Liﬁguistig'fluency is obviousl& impeded by indulgence in au&ible

éauses a;d s§ntactic garbles. The relation between such indulgence and
. other aspects of 1§nguage control, however, is by no means clear. Little
study has been given to children's audible pauses, but Riling (1965) has
noted‘that‘among‘ﬁth and 6th graders whom she studied, the incidence of
garbles seemed an unreliable index to general maturity in their use of

" Yanguage. O'Donnell, Griffin, aﬁd Norris (1967) observed, in their report
,”gpn the laﬁguage pf children in Tennessee that, under comparable conditions,

7th graders produced almost as many garbles as kindergaften children, and

-t a‘_i-%
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group data on garbles any very useful generalizationms.

1

“Z; thar_znd and 3rd graders produced a great many more. They reported
‘extremely wide divergences between individuals at each of the six age-

'grade levels they studied, and concluded it was impossible to draw from

kY

?hegpresent study supports the findings of Riling and the Tennessee

—

y.jihvesrigators. Table 1 shows the same kind offwide individual variation

s'.in.ﬁroduction of garbles observed by OdDonnell Griffin, and Norris, and

it appears to reveal no. meaningful pattern in the group means. The

'findividual summaries from which Table 1 is drawn, moreover, show that
s ;”:high frequency of garbles characterized some of the otherwise most compe-
Vo e
‘ ‘~L;;ent.§peakers. For example, more than one third of the garbles recorded

:TQ??ferSubgroup Al wvere produced by the boy who on almost every other count

f? 'demonstrated llnguistxc superiOritY over the other children in thn graup.

The wide individual divergences in production of audible pauses and

1%_1fhe ec;tter'iﬁieubgrqup @egns of theirmoccurrences suggest that they too
o -fﬁ%hgveirirtle stéﬂifiéance-in'ﬁhe differengiarion of subgroups. Of both
*7;?'g&rhiee.§nd apdiblelheuses-it can probably be said that though a few of
‘theuehildren-indulged in them excessively, their total production was

i%ifnorﬁailfor‘d grOupiof 84 preschoolers.

The high frequency of single-word expressions of assent or dissent

‘jpd-fhe incidence of other one -word responses, reported in Table 1,
thrug‘refieet more creefly‘a”cqmmon lack of fluency in the language behavior
3ﬁ.ff;§tud£ed‘hére. These responsés were generated by persistent questioning

;:and“cueihg‘of'the.intervieqersl The behavior of interviewers probably

" was, in most instances, reaction to the children's reluctance to talk

teboht what rhey had seen. When it is observed that one-word responses

N .u’.‘
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were generally most frequent in the two younger age groups (with the
notable exceptions of Subgroups B2 and C3), this assumption leads te

the query of whether the stimulus situation exploited in this investi-
gation is approprizte for children much below six years of age. ;t i§
also bossible, however, that the particular children studied here have
not had sufficient benefit from situations in ﬁhjch they have been
encouraged to talk freely about what they have seen. Perhaps their
grainiﬁg should involve more opportunities of the sort presented to them
in this assessrwent effort.

The incidence of one-word responsés does not consistently dif-

i
¥

ferentiate subgroups of children given varied interventional treatméht.
However, Table 2 shows that in the two older age groups single-word
respouse; of assent or dissent most frequently occurred among children
who had had Treatment C. "In the lowest age range such responses were
~moet frequent in Subgroup Al, but a large shaﬁe of them is attributable
_tq twa individuals.

A high rate of production of grammatically incomplete T-units may
also be reasonably taken to indicate lack of fluency. 1In Fhis study,
computation 6f incidence of incomplete T-uﬁits excluded one~wogd responses.
Table 3 reports the percentage of multiple-wor) units (those consisting of
two or more words) that were syntactically incomplete. Inspection of that
table,éhows that the lowest ratios of incomplete T-units were found in
the spzech of Subgroups Al, A3, B2, and B3, while the highest ratio was
that of Subgroup CI. These facts may suggest treatment effect, but the
great individuai variation within subgroups dictates caution in offering

this interpretation. The generally high ratio of incomplete T-units in the

L] J‘b*
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speech of the West Virginia children is indicated by the fact that

only 9.90 per cent of T-uriits produced under similar stimulus conditions

by Einﬂe;garteq chilﬁfen‘in'Tennessee-were grammatically incomplete
(0'Donnell, Criffin, and Jorris-1967, p. 76). |

uough word production (volubilitv) may be dxstinguished from fluency,

it will‘here be discussed under this headxng. In this study, computation

of to:al wqxdage excluded—Qne-wordfreSponses, following the practice of
the investigation reported by 0'Donnell, Griffin, and Norris (1967).

The subgroup means of total words_iﬁ.multiplélword units shown in Table 3

) f_“_ﬂﬂ?fbé Qompared;with.the mean wordage of 209.4 ﬁﬁ speech‘proauction of
Tetinessee kindergarten children (0'Dontiell, Griffin, and Norris-1967, p. 43).

N It.ﬁusE be'remeﬁbered however, that West Virginia'ihterviewersg vniike

-

~ -thoseﬁxnvolveduin~the»Tennessee.study, usually led their children

perszstently ‘hxough a long series of quest10n8 and cues.

It is possible that ureatment effeg* is shown in the youngest age

- group by the notably greater woid productxon of children who had been

_ subjectéd ‘to Treatment 4, though no general variance in this respect

smong the threé tjpes of treatment wﬁsaStatistically significant. The

) . - ~ "
~ lovzst mean wordage is found in the speech of Subgroup Cl. It is to be

: .iexbégtéd that. oldéer children are the more voluble, as they generally proved

to be in this study, though; the mean for Subgroup A2 is lower than that
for Subgroup'Ai@ The total word productioh of the oldest age group

was ‘highér ‘than that of either of the othgr two, and the difference is

. sigaiffcant at the .10 level.
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Syntactic Control:
T-unit Length; Coordination of T~units

In discussing word-length'of T-units in the West.Virginia language
samples, it should be kept in mind that both complete and incomplete units

are involved, but that one-word responses are excluded.

Hunt (1965) and O'Dornell, Griffin, and Norris (1967) have showm

PURT | TP | e

that mean length of T-units is a good measure of children's relative _ g

maturity in syntactic control. Inspection of Table 3 will show, however,
that it does not very sharply differentiate subgroups involved in this

study. In the youngest age group, it is true, both subgroup means and

£

ranges of individual means indicate distinct superiority in Subgroup Al.

(The maximum figure of 9.00 in the Cl range should be disregarded, for

it was the singie complete T-unit produced by one of the children.) On

TS\

the other hand, the mean of Subgroup A2 was the lowest among those of the
middle age group, and means in the oldest age group are uniform. A pessible
conclusicn suggested by these data is that Treatment A had & suparior

developmental effect on very young childrem but, in the respect cdnsidered %

" .!J“—.

ﬁere; at least, it did not diétinguish itself wnen applied to older
children. Thqkevidence for such a conclusion, however, is not statis-
tically ;ignifi;ant.

One reason for using the T-unit rather than the "sentence" as the
basic unit of measurement in the study of children's language is that, as
Hunt (1965) has demonsittrated, young children characte;istically lengthen
their sentences by 2xcessive coordination of indePendent clauses, and the
least competent are likely to indulge in the practice most frequently.

' The percentages of independent clauses introduced by coordinating con-

junctions in the language samples studied here are shown as the last item
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'in'Igﬁfe 6. Little—gene:ai'1mPQrtance-ean.be ateaghed te informiation to
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_ be found tliere. The high percentage for Subgroup A3 is largely acccunted

——

£0¢ by two children. All the subgroup percentsges are low in comparison

:?,/?%%', to that of Tennessee.kindergarten‘chiidren studied by 0'Donnell, Griffin,

%
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e West Virgin‘a ch*lﬂren much less frequently produced uninterrupted

"nnrrqt;ge-qegounta of-whg; they had seen; It will be noted that the
ff;""f- ypungeﬁt age group'studied-here used,the fewest coordinations of T-units,

;ii:gﬂf*‘ but this fa :t-is in line with the evidence of the Tenhessgee investi?atora

I‘,'

': _ that children tend to increase usé of such coordination with advances
l;‘= ”I'ig'gggﬁgp'through_ghe fifth grade:

-—

L 's'__,;m_‘_tacti_g Control:. _sm;n-e Structures N
fﬁ%%f}:f . NotfueéxPeCteﬁly, the children studied showed theﬁeélves perfectly
- ) -c_gp-;me of uging both negative words and negative véOntraceions, though
.ftheit impiied~negations-(n3 in "I ddubt itﬁinr "He could hardly see™)
were so few that the; have not been entered in Table 4. The high
_ freqnency of e111pt1ca1 negatlons contributes to the accumulation of
nneaword‘ne9ponse3‘that has been noteq_qg;evidence of lack of fluency,
th?-qfnen‘neggfives were ﬁlscikéyeafno intef@ienere’ questions ard
¥;§&§{Z£vejurg1ﬁ§§. Any differences between Subgroups in use of negations
__-ieiprobqgiy-acéounted for by 1nterviewers"neﬁévior.
:zpiftle cah be said anout the inéidence 6£ questions encept that
‘ it was eonewhat nigher in ;ﬁe two plder'aée groups. Even here, thefe
is ;ne exception .of Subgroup n3; P?obably no signf%icance is to be

- '~;afiachedﬂt6 this item,‘exeept'that the record shows (as could be*expected)




that all subgroups were capable of questioning., The common stimulus
conditions were not such as to make questions uniformly appropriate.
Those conditions, however, might well have elicited frequent.ex- '
Pletive expressions (such as "There was an ant"). The low incidence of
éxpietivaé‘mgy reflect undeveloped ianguage performance in the children
generally;'no subgroups markedly distinguished tﬁemselves in use of them,
though subgroup C3 produced them most frequent;xf Neither Age Group nor
Tfeatment Group variances were statistically significant.
| Indirect objects identify the simple strucfure that most clearly
diffe;eﬂtiates subgroups within two of the age génges. Subgroup Al used
‘indireét objects notably more cften éhan did otﬁer children in the
youngest age group, and thé”ﬁifference was significant at the .10 level.
Among the oldest children, Subgroup C3 was nonsignificantly distinguished
by its more frequent use of the structure. If use of indirect obSects is
a sign of relative maturity in language production, and if the performance
_of Subgroup Al is, at this point, attfibutable to the educational inter-
' éenpion, it can be said once more that the "package treatment" may be
distinctly effective with the youngest children but not with the older
ones. .
h It should be noted that passive constructions, introductory adverbials
with inve~»ied subjects, and expanded phrasal verbs occurred so infrequently
in the language samples that records of them were not enterei in the tables.
The first and third of these three constructions might well.have been
expected more frequently in language of subjects in the age ranges

' .represented. The construction involving subject inversion is probably

not to be so expected.

1Y .u.b"
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T-units in the language pfoduction of Tennessee ghildreh at six age - ' l

’
A

this generalization is a broad one based on scanning of tables, not -on s

' cémplei structures by subjects of the present study, Table 5 scores

. N,
Under this condition, attention will be given to items on which subgroups

within the three age ranges made the highest and lovwest scores.

. of nominals in general, of appositives, of genitive forms modifying

~ of prepositional phrases performing that function, of single-word adverbials

Syntactic Control: Subclausal Complex Structures .

‘The study of children's syntax reporteéd by O'Donnell, Griffin,‘and

TRy o ¥

Norris (1967) concluded that in language produced under closely comparable

WIS

stimulus conditions felative inéidengé of subclausal complex structures

e

guch as those reported in Table 5 is an excellent .index to the degreé_of

5 "‘Ei"m‘ .

syntactic contrql'possessed by children. That study {pp. 56-70) reports

for many of the structures dealt with here thé occurrences per 100

gradelleveis. Though the categories -employed in the two investigations

’E . -
are not equivalent in detail, comparisons of their findings ave possible. .

Speaking generally, it can be said the oldest children in West
Virginia used subclausal complex structures atbabout the same rate as _ - -

k;pdg_;rg;ggeemcﬁﬂ&rén' ‘did-in Tennessee. It should- be-emphasized-that .

painstaking study of details.

In discussion of subgroup comparisons in rates of use 6£ non<clausal

—

separated by less than one full percentage point will be disregarded.

in:the youngest age range, most of the differences in rates of iuse
to be noted favor Subgroup Al. On no recorded item did it have a lowest

score, and it achieved the highest rates of use of noﬁ*ciausal modifiers

nominals, of phrases in general that modify nominals and particularly
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of manner, and of sentence adverbials. Highest rates of use were
recorded for Subgroup C1 on use of single pre-posed adjectives,
total coordinations within T-units, and coordinations of predicates,
but this éubgroup had the lowest of the three scores on seven itemé
~1listed in Table 5. Subgroup Bl had a highest score only in rate of
use of prepositional phrases as adverbials of manner, but it had
lowest scores on four items. Though variance éggng treatment sub-

groups in use of subclausal complex structures nowhere attained

statistical significance, the summaries of smali; differences. may

H
1

possibly support a suggestion that Treatment A was developmental in

-

the youngest age group. \
Ia the middle age range, however, Subgroup A2 at no point dis-
tinguished itself by highest rates of use when differences of less than
one full-percentage point are left out of account. On eight items its
records were the }OWest among those of the three subgroups. Subgroup B?
hgﬁ lowest scores on three items. It had the highest scores, however, in
total use of non-clausal modifiers of nominals, in use of adjectives
generally and o? single pre-posed adjectives in particular, in use of
noun adjuncts, in use of infinitives as nominals, in use of sentence

adverbials, in general use of coordinated structures within T-units and

use of coordinated nominals in particular. Its rate of use of single-

wdrd adverbials of manner was consideiably lower ti:an that of Subgroup A2.

Subgroup C2 led the other subgroups in its age range in rate of use of
gerunds and of prepositional phrases functioning as adverbials cf mannér;

it had no lowest scores. Differences beiween subgroups in the middle age

g,
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range do not dictate any very clear, consisteﬁt interpretation. All in
all, however, Subgroup B2 appeaés to have demonstrated somewhat greater
, syntactic control than did the other subgroups.

| The evidencé on use of subciausalISYntactic resources in the
- highest age range is also ﬁixed. It appears, however, generally to

L}

- favor Subgroup B3 and to speak least well of the syntactic control of

) Subgroup A3. ' ' i Ta

E Subgrqup A3 had'the highest.iate of use oniy of coordinated predicates.
It had lowest scores on six items identified in Table 5. Its rate of use

oﬁ adjectivgl phrases in general and of adjectiﬁﬁl prepositional phrases.

*1n-particu1ar was, at the .05 level of confidence, significantly lower

- ~.

than that of the other EwﬁTSubgfoups considered together. At the .10
level, its rate of use of coordinated nominals was significantly lower
- than the.mean rate of éhe other two ;dbgroups.
Subggoup B3 héd highest scoreé-inzrates of use of adjectives in
‘general, of infinitive modifiers of nominals, of nominalizations of
’ﬁerﬁs in genéral and of both gerunds and nominal infinitives, of co-
ordinations within T-units in general and of coordinated nominals and
adjectivals iﬁ*pa;ticulaf. Its rate of use‘of coordinated nominals was
. significantly higher than that of either of the other two subgroups,
at the .05 level of confidence. -

Lowest scores on five items enter;d in Table 5 were.recorded for
Subgroup C3. 1t hdad highest scores.in general use of non-clausal
‘ wndifiara-of nominals, of single pre-posed and post-posed adjectives,
zpf‘adjectifhl prepositional phrases; and of infinitives in vefbai

"exp;essions.' It has already been noted that rates of use of adjectival

Y iy el T o T - e =
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prepositional phrases and of infinitives in verbal expressions by
Subgfoup €3 was, at thé .05 level of confidence,,significantiy higher.
than those of Subgroup A3.

It‘éould properly be -said that comparisons between subgroups oﬁg@t
to take-accohnf of the relative importance of the various items listed
in Tabie 5. Selecting the entries that are most significant, a summary
of highést and lowest scores within the three age ranges may be given
:in tabular form, still dis.egarding differences of less than one full
,petcentaée-poiﬁt.

i

~ Age Group. 1 Age Group 2 Age Group 3
Highest Lowest Highest Lowest Highest Lowest

‘NOn-élausalnmpdifiers - ‘ 3

"of nominals Al c1 B2 A2 3 A3
-Nom;ﬁaiizagions-of verbs -- Bl .- A2 B3 .-
Advefhials of manner - Q1 - " B2 -a -

’ Coordinated strucfures .
within T-units C1 Bl B2 A2 Cc3 . B3

#
=

This summiary does nbt'obviously require any change in the interpretative
’genera1i25tions that have been offered earlier, but it points up the lack
of clarity in the picture presented by the evidence.

- Syntactic. ‘Control: Subordinate Clauses
Iﬂvestigétors of children's %anguage have traditionally asserted that
increasing use of subordinate clauses marks advances in language control,
There appears to be no reason to doubt this general notion. But é'Donnell,'

Griffin, and Norris (1967) have presented evidence indicating that (1) fre-

quency of subordinate clauses in children's speech is not so clear a
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reflection of relatiée maturity in language control as are usés'of such
syntactic‘features as‘tﬁose reported on here in Table 5, ané (2) among
the three possible types; adjective clauses are probably not dependable
indicators.

Thegé,qualifications.imw'be kept in mind when intefpreting the record
. of prbduqtion of subordinate clauses found in Table 6, In the discussion
at this point, no attention will be given to the éifferentiation of
aﬁjective-clauses on the bg?is whether 6r not they are introduced by a.
relat}ve pfonoun. As in the previous section, subgroup differences in
rate sggrés will be ignored if they amount to léis than one }hll ﬁer-
centage point. |
| Among the youngest children the general réte of production of
Subordinateaclagsés@wasmhighest for Subgroup Al. This subgroup also had,
at‘the .05 ievél of confidence; a significantly higher rate of use of
I‘nounfélguses‘tﬁan the other two subgroups had, It had no lowest scores.
JSubgroup Bl produced the ﬁigﬁest score for adjective clauses and the
lowest fof t&tal pfoduction of Bubordinate.clauses and for fate of use
of adverbial clauses. Subgroup Cl had the ﬁighest score for adverbial
.clauses relatiag to time .and the lowest for those expressing cause.
The data may suggest that least maturity in production of subordinate
_ clavses was demonstrated by Subgrqup Bl and that Subgroup Al was somewhat
superior to Cl. |

In the middle age range, though none of the differences attained
stati;tigallsignificance, Subgroup Bi ;as clearly the most prolific
producer of subordinate.clauses of all three general types and Subgroup A2

the least, It is possibly worth noting, too, that SuBgroQP B2 used the

widest range of kinds of adverbial clauses.
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Aﬁong the oldest children there were no statistically significant

ke . . differenceés, either. The greatest production of total subordinate

clauses, of noun clauses and of adverbial clauses, however was that

'“~ij‘ recorded for Subgroup B3. The otheér subgroups match each other fairly

-closeiy, except that the C3 range of kinds of adverbial clauses was

' { .narrower thah that of A3, which in this respect was similar to B3.

It would be interesting to know why Treatment B is so consistently
“associated with high rates of use of subordinate clauses in both of the

" two .older agé.groups. Subgroups B2 and B3 used both noun clauses and

.7t adverbial clauses. with relatively,gfeater‘erQUéPCY than did- the kinder-
w7 garten. thi&dren-studied by ‘0'Donne€ll, Griffin, and Norris (1967). Feor
: i7f;;;lpurp°3es of comparison, it may be useful here to note that the Tennessee B

"“*Qkipdergartﬁn\Children used noun claqses at the mean rate of 5.57 per

o iﬁaliéhqips,»ﬂhilenﬁheir mean rate for adjectival clauses.was‘4.75 and
‘@hﬁ#ifof advérbial ciaﬁéesgwas-6307, 1n P;q§uction of nominal and
fﬁi;djeétiva;-c;auaes, the overall means“forIWést Virginia children in the
‘?ﬁb Ozagf'agé,g;oggs.wﬁﬁldlﬁrobablﬁ a?pr9ximate'those of the Tennessee

.‘qbiiﬂ:en,a The: ‘iigher frequency of adverbial claises in the language

+ """ samples from West Virginia.is probably accounted for by a large number

: ) Of “nwh.y!l questions asked by i‘nt.etvli:ewers"

h“Sﬁmmary éf Interpretations
'1; tThe 1anguage samples stuaied obviously reflected a lack of
i,fluency in the children 'who produced them. The,methqd used
in;this,inveStigatiqn fbr elibiting_language behavior may

" not be appropriate for the youngeést children involved, It
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is also poséible tﬁat the children need more encouragement

fo talk freely about perceptual experiences and about the
meanings of such experiences.

Individual subjects of this investigation showed extremely
wide variations in behavior ﬁithin every subgroup.

Comparisons with the report on language of Tennessee kinder-

garten children by O'Donnell, Griffin, and Norris (1967)

indicate that, under the urging of interviewers, the older

_subjects of this study (taken as a whole) generally ex-

ploited the syntactic resources of the.ianguage at least

ag proficiently as the Tennessee children did under fairly

isimilar.cOnditions. [

At numerous points the results of this study show in the
youngest age gfoup an association of Treatment A with

language behavior assumed to be superior to that demon-

‘strated by children in the other subgroups in the same

age bracket. The differences are small; most of them are
not statistically significant. But the accumulation of

sinall bits of evidence is impressive.

‘There is in the data developed in this investigation

little or no evidence that Treatment A produced superior

results in the two older age groups. Indeed, in the

relative frequency of use of subordinate clauses, Sub-

group A2 was least mature.

iﬁ production of subordinate clauses by the two older

-age groups, there is an interesting association between

high frequency aﬁd Treatment B.
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7. Aside from production of subordinate clauses, there is

little in the data developed in this study that dif-

ferentiates treatment effect in the two older age groups.
8. Overall, most of the subgroup differences in means are quite 1
small; analysis of variance shows few of them to be statis- , | 'é

tically significant. . ' B
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_ Appendix A

Children interviewed but not represented in this.:eport:-

f Susan Workman, Subgroup Al (not found on Eapes)
Myra Lynn Jones, Subgroup AS (not found on tapes)
Charles Houchins, Subgroup BS (unintelligible)

" . Membership of the subgroups:

A1

Valerie Dalton
Gloria Hall

Dawn Ellen Harvey
Kathy Ann Vance
Pamela Wright

" Patrick Campbell

Bl

Debora B.. Alderson
Susan Meader" o
Wendy Price
Teresa Wills
Sarah Harmen

Beth McQuillen

wWhis

. Cl

Doug Butler -

Tony Cline .,
Travis Matheny

James T. Shrewsberry

- Aleisa Bailey

Lesa, Carter

"~ Jeff Clay Phillip Bailey - Stacia Liss -
" John Martin Davis . Jeffrey Crawford Debora Matheny
Bryan Riffe _Randy Fix ‘Tammy Saettler

Aaron Sydenstricker
A2
" Kimberly 0'Dell
Sherri Sloan

Teresa D. Wickline
Johnny George

" Dexter Johnson B

B2

Stephanié Ann Jones.
Debbie Meader '
Connie J. McQuillen
Terri Price

C2

Bill Bailey

-Anthony Lambert
~ Deant Meadows

Arnold K. Murdock

' Mark Hill Rhonda Wade Jonathan Shepherd
James Huey Mark Brock Robin R. Barcly
Tommy Smith John Lee Jenkins .Tavne Jo ILucas

David: Wali

Y

Eddie Hill
Homer Lilly
Jeffrey Meadous

Roni Lusk - _
Kimberly Martin
Neva Warren

.
A3 ‘B3 c3
Rhonda Clay Katheriie L. Baile& Linda G. Cléy-
Wanda Clay Lynn Amy Berry Barbara Cline

. 'Bobbi Hazelwood

Laverna Lewis
Jirmy Dalton
Dwight Newsome
Thurston Connard
Mark Deeds
.Stevie Stack

Rita Houchins

~Joni Rookstool

Susan Wykle -

Danny Houchins

Mark Allen Kincaid
Michael Lilly

Scott Edward Thompson

Dawn Liss
Timothy Bazzie
Freddy Cline
Kevin Bailey
Michael Matheny

- Timothy Matheny

Richard Radford -

-_tl".rh‘. )
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APPALACHTA EDUCATIONAL LABCRATORY--Linguistic Analysis Worksheet

- Name 1 Treatmept Group 2,3 Code No. in Group

4,5__ Age (in mos.) 6___ Male 7__ __The Ant znd the Dov: 8,9 T-unit No.

: _____ Female _____ The North Wind and the Sun

T -UNIT:

10,11 ____ Words in 12____ T-unit Complete 13___ Garbles 14,15 Audible

‘ T-unit _____T-unit Incomplete ’ Pauses

3 SIMPLE STRUCTURES

.;16___Negaticns 52 Nominalizations of Verbs

17 Contracted negatives 53_ Gerunds (incl. gerund phrases)
18 Negative words 54 Infinitives (with and without to)°
19 Implied negations 55 Infinitives (with or without to) in
20 Elliptical negations Verb Phrases, excluding those
21‘ Questions ' Associated with Modal Auxiliaries
F 22 Yes/No questions 56 Adverbials of Manner
23 Wh-questions . 57 Single words
_ 24 Elliptical questions 58 Prepositional phrases
£95. Passive Constructions 59______Sentence Adverbials -;
26 Expletive Constructions 60___  Predicate Genitives
2_7 Indirect Objects . 61 Subordinate Clauses :
128 Intro. Adverbials with 62____Noun Clauses
] inverted subject 63 With intro. words-not direct
¢ : discaurse ;
29 Expanded Ph 1 Verbs 2
3 — %P rasat ver 64 Without intro. words-not .
COMPLEX STRUCTURES direct discourse ’
: 65  Direct discourse that is
30,31 Non-Clausal Modifiers tagged 1
of Nominals 66 Adjzctive Clauses
32 Adjectives (excl. pred. adj.) 67 Introduced by relative
33 . Single, pre-~posed pronoun
34 Pre-posed series of two 68 Introduced by relative
35 Pre-posed series of three or more adverb
36 Single, post-posed 69 Without introductory word
37 Post~-posed series of two .
——— R 70 Adverbial Clauses
38 Post-posed series of three or more 9T Time
39 Noun adjuncts 72 Place
40 Appositives 73____ Manner
E— 74 Cause
41  Genitive forms 75 Condition
42 Participles (non-phkrasal) 76_____Comparison
43 Present participles 77____ Purpose
44 Past participles 78 Result
45________Adv erbs 7 9‘—-—.—'—0 thexr: . . .
- 8¢ Cocrdinated Structures within T-unit
46 Phrases —
—_— . 8i_____ Nominals
47 Prepositional - .
] —_— . 82 Adjectivals
48 Participial 83 R
. 29  Present _ _____Adverbials
S 84 Predicates

I dent joi j.
Infinitive ndependent clauses joined by conj

86. Analyst:
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APPENDIX F

Detailed Analysis of Cognitive Growth of ECE Preschool Children

This analysis is compesed. of three sections. The first section includes
the Curriculum Séecific Test, Part Two (composed of 61 items) as the criterion
and intelligence as a control variable. The second section includes the
Curriculum Specific Test, Part Two as the criterion and the ITPA, the Frostig,
and the PPVT Pretest scores as covariates. The third section is descriptive
in nature depipting how tiie four groupé performed in terms of percentage of

cbjectives achieved.

Analysis of the Ak,;. Larriculum Specific Test, Part Two. For this analysis

AEL Curriculum Specific Test, Part Two, post-test scores were used as the

dependent. variable with Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) pre-test raw
scores used és the control variable. The correlation between the AEL

Curriculum Specific, Part Two, test and the PPVT pre-test raw score was 0.54.

The hypothesis advanced prior to the analysis.was:
1. The daiI§ tpirty minute television program, weekly visit
to the home by paraprofessionals, and a weekly visit by
a mobile van had linear effects on cognitive development
of 3, 4, and 5 year old Appalachian children.
Sampliné was incidental--data gathered under an earlier and different

sampling plan were used. Subjects available with equal PPVT pretest raw

scores were used. It was assumed all other variables were randomly distributed
across all groups.
The sampling distribution was the standard err&r of difference between
correlated means, and the statistical model was the t-test for correlated means..
Six sepagate analyses were conducted--four groups, each matched with
every other--yielded six separate group pairs. This approach wzs selected
since it was impossibie to match on the PPVT test across all four groups

simultaneously, but it was POssible to match two groups at a time. The four

|
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separats. yroups were (1) those S's receiving a daily thirty minute television
program, a weekl; thirty minute visit by paraprofessionals,_and a weekly two
hour visit by a m;bile preschool classr00m{ (2) those S's receiving a thirty
[ﬁiﬁﬁﬁg'ﬁgigvfgiﬁﬁ_iéggﬁﬁ;and a weekly thirty minute visi+t by paraprdifessionals
(3) those S’s receiving a daily thirty minute televisionllesson, and those

$'s receiving none of the elements.

The first analysis compared a group receiving all three elements—-
television, paraprofessionals, and mob@ié‘van-—of the program with a grbup
receiving two elements~~television and paraprofessional. The number in eac;
group for this‘analysis was ten. The mean and standard deviation ;f the

former group were 46.9 and 8.83, and for the latter they were 46.4 and 4.84.

The "t" value was ~.72. Since the direction c¢f the differences was opposite

to that predicted the null hypothesis of no difference between the'two groups
was accepted. Table I presents these data.

The second analysis compared a group receiving all three elements--

television; paraprofessional, and mobile van--with a group receiving only
the television element. The qumber in each group for this analysis was ten.
The mean ahd standard deviation for the former were 41.6 and 7.06, and for

~ the latter they-wére 36.2 and 11.28. The "t" value was +2.024, significant
beyond the .0l level. The null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate
hypothesis that S's receiving all three elements learned more than S's
receiving onlj fhe television element. Table II presents these data.

The third analysis compared a group receiving all three elements--
television, paraprofessional, and mobile van-~with a group receiving none
of the prograﬁ elements. The number in each group was eleven. The mean
and standard deviation for the former group were 37.37 and 11.62, and for
the latter group they were 37.18 and 12.13. The "t" value was +0.05, not
significant. The null hypothesis of no difference was accepted. Table III

presents these data.
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TABLE 1

PPYT SCORES ON WHICH GROUPS WERE MATCHED, CURRICULUM SPECIFIC
TEST SCORES, MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION, AND T-VALUE FOR
TV+PP+VAN AND TV+PP GROUPS

. PPVT . Tq ' Ty
Subject RS TV+PP+VAN TV4PP
1 . 33 32 41
2 42 .53 ' 47
3 43 46 41
4 47 : 44 43 ‘
5 48 39 39 !
6 50 32 52
7 52 37 49 i
8 57 46 49
9 59 : 54 54
10 62 26 : 49

%= 40.9 Xy= 46.4

f1= 8.83  U2=4.84 = ~1.72%

*Not significant, 1.73 required for significance at .10 level (two-tailed test)

TABLE 11 :
PPVT SCORES ON WHICH GROUPS WERE MATCHED, CURRICULUM
SPECIFIC TEST SCORES, MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION, AND
' T~VALUE FOR TV+PP+VAN AND TV GROUPS

. ‘PPVT T T3
Subject - RS TV+PP4+VAN TV
1 23 34 .17
2 30 32 ' 26
3 36 34 22
4 47 44 30
S 48 | 39 39
6 52 37 41
7 54 49 48
8 57 46 SO
9 59 54 39
10 63 47 S0
X = 41.6 X = 36.2
7= 7.06 /= 11.28 t = 2.024%

* (.01 (1.63 required for .0l one-tailed test)
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TABLE III

PPVT SCORES ON WHICH GROUPS WERE MATCHED, CURRICULUM SPECIFIC
TEST SCORES, MEAN AND° STANDARD DEVIATION, AND T-VALUE FOR
TV+PP+VAN AND CONTROL GROUPS

PPVT Tq T4

] RS TV+PP+VAN CONTROL
Subject '
1 - 16 : 20 18
2 17 19 21
3 35 27 23
4 47 . 44 ' 41
5 48 39 30 ,
6 49 28 51 -
7 51 _ 50 38 r
8 52 37 52
9 57 46 37
10 59 54 45
11 63 47 _ 53
% = 37.37 % = 37.18
£=11.62 ¢ =12.13 t = 0.05*%
*NCISO
TABLE IV
PPVT SCORES ON WHICH GROUPS WERE MATCHED, CURRICULUM
SPECIFIC TEST SCORES, MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION,
AND T-VALUE FOR TV+PP AND TV GROUPS
PPVT T T3
Subject RS , TV4PP ™
H 1 34 37 ' 23
g g 2 38 ' 35 . 35
3 3 39 34 27
4 44 3¢ 30
5 - 47 43 27
6 48 39 39 _
7 52 S1) 41 ‘
8 53 41 40
9 57 49 50 :
10 59 54 39 |
) % =41.2 X = 35.10
Jd=17,37 = 17.84 t = 2.77*

*P<.01 (1.63 required for .01 - one tailed test)
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The fourth analysis compared a group receiving two elements--television
and paraprofessicnal--with a group receiving only television. The number in
cach group was ten. The mean and standard deviation were 41.2 and 7.37 for
the former group, and they were 35.1 and 7.84 for the latter group. Being
significant beyond the .01 level, the "t" value was 2.77. The null hypothesis
of no difference was rejected, and the alternate hypothesis that S's receiving
two elements--television and paraprofessional--learned more than S's receiving
only television. Table IV presents thesé data.

The fifth énalysis compared a group receiving two elements--television
and paraprofessional--with a group receiving none of the program elements.
There were seven in each group. The mean and standard deviation Qere 42.29
and 7.89 for the former group, and 32.71 and 8.01 for the latter group.
Significant beyond the .01 level the "t" value was +2.60. The null hypothesis
of no differenée was rejected, and the alternate hypothesis was accepted that
S's receiving two elements learned more than S's receiving none of the elements.

Table V presents these data.

TABLE V

PPVT SCORES ON WHICH GROUPS WERE MATCHED, CURRICULUM
SPECIFIC TEST SCORES, MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION,
AND T-VALUE FOR TV4+PP AND CONTROL GROUPS

) PPVT '1'2 T 4
1 34 37 30
2 39 34 21
3 47 33 41
4 48 39 30
5 52 50 25
6 57 49 37
7 59 54 45
X = 42,29 x = 32,71
J= 7.89 7= 8,01
t = 2,60*

*pg.01 (1.86 required for .0l - one tailed test)
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Finally, the sixth analysis compared a group receiving only tele-~
vision with a group receiving none of the program treatments. The number
of paired ohseréafions was ten. For the former group the mean and standard
deviation were 35.7 and 8.26, and for the latter group they were 32.8 ;nd
10.25. fThe calc#lated "t% value was +1.16, significant beyond the .05 level.
The null hypothesis of no diféerence was rejected, and the alternate hypothesis
that S's receiving ;elevision instruct@on learned more than S's receiving none

of the program elements was accepted. Table VI presents these data.

" TABLE VI

PPVT SCORES ON WHICH GRCUPS WERE MATCHED, CURRICULUM
SPECIFIC TEST SCORES, MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION,
AND T-VALUE FOR TV AND CONTROL GROUPS

PPVT T3 T4
RS T™v CONTROL
Subject
1 22 21 23
2 34 31 30
3 ) 39 27 21
4 45 32 23
5 47 32 41 I
6 48 39 30
7 52 41 25
8 ' 57 4s. 37
9 59 39 45
10 63 50 53
X = 35.7 X = 32.8
/= 8,26 S = 10.25
t = 1.16*
*PC.05 (1.13 required for .05 ~ one tailed test)

L

THE MARGINAL LEGIBILITY gF‘ THIS PAGE IS D

UET
ORIGINAL COPY, BETTER
TIME OF FILMING, E.D .PRY ‘SNAS NOT AVA“..AB& AT THE

L L

£




Analysis of the Appalachian Preschool Test using the Illinois Test of Psycho-
linguistic Abilities, Frostig Developmental Test of Visual Perception, and
the Peabody Picture voczbulary Test as Covariates.

In the previous analysis, the criterion used was Part II of the Appalachian
Preschool Test. Intelligence was controlled ty matching subjects aczording to
the PPVT pretest raw scores, and comparing the four groups, two groups at a
time, for a total of six comparisons. This analysis indicated that those sub-
jects receiving tﬁe television, paraprofessional, and van treatment, and those
subjects receiving the television and paraprofessional treatment, weré achieving
signifipantly mofe than those subjects receiving the television and the control
treatment. 1In order to accomplish this analysis, the number of subjects in each
analysis had to be reduced considerably. Since pretest gcores were available
from the ITPA, the PPVT, and the Frostig, it was decided to run a factorial
analysis of covariance using the four parts and total test scores of the
Appalachian Preschool Test, and using the ITFA, Frostig, and PPVT as covariates.

Table VII contains the analysis of covariance summary tables for the four
APT subtest and the total APT test. Iﬁ every analysis the treatment effect was
statistically significant at or above .012 level. In addition, in Subtest Two,
which was thé most highly developed part of the four parts of the subtest,
there was a treatﬁent by age by sex interaction significant at the .013 level.
In Subtest Four the treatment by age interaction was significant at the .04
level, and the age by sex interaction was significant at the .001 level.

Table VIII is a correlation matrix showing the correlations between the
ITPA, Frostig,:and PPVT total pretest scores with the Appalachian Preschool
Subtest and tétal test scores. All the correlation coefficients are very
high with the exception of those with Subtest Three, which are .07, .16, and
-26. The correlations between the ITPA, Frostig, PPVT pretest scores with the

APT Subtest Two, were .62; .47, and .53 respectively. This subtest was more

— )
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TABLE vII.

Analysis-of,Covariénce of Scores on Appalachian Pre-
School Test (APT) with 3 covariates (ITPA, Frostig,
PPVT Pretest Raw Score)

APT Subtest 1

Within Cells

Source SS DF MS F P

Regression 226. 3 75.193 17.990 .001

Treatment 48.6 3 16.2 3.88 .012

Age 3.29 2 1.64 0.393

T X A 38.3 6 1 6.39 1.53

Sex 13.8 1 13.8 3.31

T XS 0.570 3 0.190 .046

A XS 1.61 2 0.803 0.192

T XA XS 1.73 6 0.288 ° .068

Within Cells 372.005 89 4.180.

APT Subtest 2

Source SS DF “MS F P

Regression 2550. 3 850.047 28.342 ~.001

Treatmént 1940. 3 646. 21.5 .001

Age 102. 2 50.9 1.70

TXA 149. 6 24.8 0.827

Sex _ 5.28 1 - 5.28 0.176

T XS 103. 3 34.4 1.15

A XS . 33.1 2 16.6 0.552

TXAXS 517. 6 86,2 2.87 .013

Within Cells 2669.297 89 29.992

APT Subtest 3

Source. Ss DF MS F P

Regression 21.9 3 7.301 1.963

Treatment 55.3 3 18.4 4.95 .003

Ads . 19.9 2 9.97 2.68

T XA 20.2 6. 3.37 0.905

Sex .002 1 .002 .000

X S 19.5 3 6.51 1.75

AXS : 18:8 2 9.38 2.52

T XA XS 21.8 6 3.64 0.978
331.065 89 3.720




TABLE VII (Contd.)

APT Subtest 4

Source SS DF MS F
Regression 105. 3 35.076 14.434
Treatment 87.9 3 29.2 12.1
Age 1.77 2 0.887 0.365
T XA 33.0 6 5.50 2.27
Sex 0.237 1 0.237 .097
T XS 12.6 3 4.20 1.73
A XS 22.9 2 11.5 4.72
T XA XS 19.2 6 3.19 1.31
Within Cells 216.272 89 2.430

APT Subtest Total

.00
.001

.04

.011

Source SS DF MS F P
Regression 6070. 3 2024.136 35.325 .001
Treatment 3990. 3 1330. 23.2 .001
Age 300. 2 150. 2.062
T XA 584. 6 97.3 1.70
Sex 55.9 _ 1l 55.9 0.975
T XS 296 . 3 98.6 1,72
A XS 241. 2 120. 2.10
T X » XS 706. 6 118. 2.05
Withi. JCells 5099.795 89 57.301
===-=——=——_.-__—“ =
TABLE VIII
CORRELATION MATRIX OF ITPA, FROSTIG
AND PPVT TOTAL PRETEST SCORES WITH APPALACHIAN

PRESCHOOL, SUBTESTS AND TOTAL TEST SCORES
:
|
! Appalachian Preschool 'fest
f Subtest #1 Subtest #2 ° Subtest #3  Subtest #4 Total
i )
é ITPA .68 .62 .16 .49 .71
i FROSTIG .48 .47 .07 .34 .50
| PPVT .47 .53 .26 .52 .65
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systematicaily developed.: Therefére, these correlations are more significant.
The correlations between the ITPA, Frostig, PPVT Tbtai pretest scores, and
the APT total tés£ score were .71, .50, and .65 respectively. These are very
significant correlations since the reliability coefficient for tiie APT was .92.

Table IX contains the means, the standard deviaticns, and standard errors
- 3 for each Appalachian Preschooi Test Subtest by treatment. Subtest Two is more
:sigaificant since it contains more items, and these items were'subjected to
item analysis and revised before used in the target pO§ulation. For ?his sub-
test fhc:mean was 43.7 out of a total ééssible score of 61. The second highest
was achieved by the television, paraprofessional, van group being 36.26. The
tdird\highest was achieved by the television group receiving 32.25, and th;

fourth-ﬁighest was‘that achieved iy the control group, being 31.27.

The adjusted means were not available for this reporg. The unadjusted
means indicate ihat‘th; group receiving television and paraprofessional per-
formance was significantly more than the next highest group, which was in the
television, pagaprofessional. and van group. A t-ratio calculated between
these two éroups was found to bé 10.62, significant beyond the .01 level.

" A t-ratio éalculatgd between the group receiving the threé elemenés and the

group receiving only the television element was significant beyond the .0l

« level of significance.
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TABLE IX

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
AND STAKDARD ERRORS FOR EACH APT SUBTEST BY TREATMENT

APT I (16 items)

TV4+PP+VAN TV4PP ™v CONTROL
n 34 29 32 26
X 11.76 13.45 12.25 11.69
: SD . 3.50 1.79 2.70 2.55
i SE o 0.61 0.34 0.48 0.51 ;
E SE_gg 0.69 0.66 0.95 1.00 é
| SE ‘9q - 1.57 0.87 1.23 1.32 :
APT II (61 items)
TV+PP+VAN TV4PP ™ CONTROL
n 34 29 32 26 §
% 36.26 43.17 32.25 31.27 é
i so . | 9.28 6.58 9.73 16.58 :
} SE 1.62 1.24 1.75 2.14 ?
i SE_gg 3.18 2.43 3.43 4.15 _ %
| SE 4.18 3.20 4.52 5.52

.99




TABLE IX (Contd.)

APT III (8 items)

TV4+PP+VAN TV+PP TV CONTROL
n 34 29 32 .26
% 4.91  5.60 4.40 1.5
SD 1.90 2.10 2,20 3.2
SE 0.33 0.40 0.39 0.64
SE gg | 0.65 0.78 0.77 1.24
SE_gq 0.85 1.03 1.00 1.65

APT IV (10 items)
TV4+PP+VAN TV4+PP TV CONTROL

n 3 34 29 32 | 26
% 8.0 9.1 7.2 6.3
SD S 1.6 1.3 2.4 ' 2.9
SE : : 0.28 0.25 0.43 0.58
SE o o 0.54 0.49 0.84 1.14
SE 0.72; 0.65 1.11 1.50

.99




The third analysis using selected items from Part II of the Appalachian
Preschool Test of Cognitive Skills.

F)

The van was available for only the last three months of operation of
the first year. For that period of time the behavioral objectives whici
were used as the primary objectives for developing the instructional
materials were identified, and the items of the Appalachian Subtest II used
to measure those objectives were ident%fied. Those objectives rated as
secondary were not.included for analysis. For that period of time ten items
were identified as being diredtly correlated with primary objectives dur:ng
the laét three months.

‘“he criterion was the percentage of individuals who correctly responded
to the test itemg. The pérformance criterion for the program is that a child
after going through'three yvears of the preschool program will achieve 90
percent of the behavioral objectives.

Assuming that these ten items are a random sample of objectives used,
estimates can be obtained on the number of subjects in the program achieving ;
performance criterion. In general the subjects in the group receiving tele- i

-vision and paraprofessionals are already achieving criterion. Ninety percent
of the subjects in this group are getting these'ten items correct.

In the remaining three groups, approximately seventy-five percent of tiio
subjects are getting the seleeted items. This ig a difference of approximaotels
fifteen percentage points or on the average fifteen too many out of a onc
hundred are failiﬁg to achieve criterion.

The average intelligence quotient was 111 for the group receiving all
three clements, 112 for the group receiving two elements, 10% for the group
receiving one elément, and 99 for the comparison group. For ?11 practical

purposes the intelligence is the same with the exception of the comparison

group.

gp—
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The group receiving the television and paraprofessional elements
achieved criterion in four items or 408 of the items. The group receiving
the television element achieved criterion in three items or 30% of the‘items.
The comparison group achieved criterion on four of the items or 40 pexcent
of the items.

On two of the items all subjects across all four groups achieved
criterion. Th{s indicates that preschoolers know terms dealing with simple

size relationships (Item 4), and know how to relate number use with objects.

The most difficult objective to achieve was time related items. Opérationally

this means it is very difficult for preschoolers to associate time with a
calendar.

Table X presents the item numbers, the percentage achieving criterion, the
mean percéntagé'achieving criterion for each group and the average IQ for

each group.

Discussion

The hypothesis being tested was that a daily thirty minute lesson, a
weekly thirty minute visit by a paraprofessional, and a weekly two hour visit
by a mobile preschool classroom with a proféssional and a paraprofessional,
would have additive effects on learning.

Fromv£he analyses it is safe to conclude that the thirty minute daily
television lesson does have a true effect, and that thé weekly half-hour
vigit by a parapréfessional has an additional true effect when used in con-

junction with the daily television lesson. The available data prevents aiy

conclusions concerning the independent additive effects of the paraproiessionals

and the mobile preschool ‘classroom.
The surprising result was the lack of any effects attributable to the

mobile classroom with a professional and a paraprofessional. There are some

-

THE. GINAL LEGIBILITY OF THIS '
ORIGINAL COPY - oy PACGE IS DUE TO POOR
TIME OF FILMING . Gy WAS NOT AVAILABLE AT THE

T bt s e e o -,

T | NPT

TR R _




TABLE X

THE NUMB=R OF THE ITEMS IN SUBTEST II OF THE APPALA-
CHIAN TEST FOR. COGNITIVE SKILLS WHICH CORRELATED
DIRECTLY WITH THE PRIMARY BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES USED

FOR PROGRAMMING DURING MARCH-MAY 1969 IN THE ECE PROGRAM

16

Mean Per- é

centage ]

Package TV+PP TV Only Control getting item 1

correct g

.97 1.00 1.00 .96 98.25 %

1.00 1.00 .97 .96 98.25 g

<74 .93 .81 .96 86.00 f
.65‘ .86 .72 .77 75.00
.79 .93 .78 .65 78.75
.56 .86 .69 .62 68.25
.91 .83 .81 .96 87.85
.91 .86 | .59 .58 73.50
.85 '1.00 .94 .73 88.00
.32 .76 .09 .38 31.25

x = .77 . x = .90 %= .74 x = .73
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factors, when considered, that help explain why this could have occurred.
First, the van was used only for the last three full months of the eight
m;nths of operation. This could have contributed to the van showing up as
it did. Second, the measure used consisted of cognitive objectives; and
the van was designed for orienting and attending objectives. This raises
a question of test relevancy -concerning the ° 3 meaning that the van was
accomplishing objectives not being measured by the test.

Although no data have been gathered on expelimental attrition,
preliminary estimates suggest that some students in the group receiVingl
the van do not attend regularly, and some attend the van, but do not view

:
the television program. This also could explain why the van showed no
additive effects.

Another hypothesis is that the interface between the paraprofessional
gnd van elements is not as expected. The idea originally was that the van
and paraprofessionals would reinforce the instruction provided by television.
It could be that parents of the children in the van group spend less time
with their children on the assumption that what the children get in the van
is sufficient. The pgrents of children in the group receiving only the
television aﬁd paraprofessionals could be spending more time working with
their children since they have no feeling of interfering with what the
professional is doing in the van. If these hypotheses are credible, then
the interface between the van and paraprofessional element requires some
further study.

still another hypothesis is that role perception of the van personnel
and éhe paraprofessionals may be affecting the performance. The para-

professionals entering the home is a different situation than the children

entering the van to meet with the van teacher.
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F T appendix - | L |
_ 5 , PACKAGE , TV+VISITOR - TV
Tabulation of Parent - ‘ . . o . : - _
: ‘ "3 4 5 Total 3 4 5 Total 3 4 5 Total
) 'Att:i,tu_de Questionnaire - \) _ | .

| (1) H&w often,:on'thé average, did youf~éhild watch the TV program "Around the Bend?"
: Five days per week 14 ~ 20 16 50. .14 17 19 _50. ' 5 14 4 23
~ Four Days per week 17 16 18 51 o 11 18 38 7 9 11 28
.  Three days per week 7. 1 6 14 7 ; '4 4 15 . i3 5 6 24 .

Two days per week ~ - 1 - 1 .2 2 T2 - g 7 8 3 18 |

One day per week 1. - 1 2 - - - - 1 1 3 5 i
i Leés than. one day- - 1 1 2 ( - 1 2 3 - 4 7 7 18 :
|- — ~ :
; (2) On the average, how often were you able to watch the program with your child?
f Five days per week 713 8 28 7 10 13 30 3 6 1 10
j Four days per week 20 14 15 49 12 8 .12 32 5 5 6 16
% Three daés per week 9 5 13 27 9 11 14 34 6 7 4 17
; Two days per week 2 3 4 9 2 5 1 8 8 S 9 26
4 One day per week 1 1. 2 4 - 2 3 7 9 10 26 |
' Did not watch 1 1 1 3 - - 2 2 1 - !
| .
i
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PACKAGE ' TV+VISITOR ™v
3 4 5 [Total 3 4 5 i Total | 3 q 5 | Total

(3) Have you noticed any of the followingi{changes in your child this year?.
(a) Plays better with other children :

YES 32 ;28 | 28] 88 22 | 22 | 29 73 24 2614 19 ] 69

NO ‘3 4 9 16 4 5 8 17 8 11 8 27

NO RESPONSE . 5 7 5 17 6 8 7 21 5 2 7 14
(b) Expresses himseltf better |

YES 33 32 39 {104 27 26 39 | 92 26| 36| 25| 87

NO 5 2 2+ 9 3 3 1 - 7 5 2 3 10

NO RESPONSE 2 | 5 1) 8 2 6 2] 10 s] 5| 6] 16
(c) More aware of things around him] :

YES 36 34 40 110 28 25 41 94 25 32 25 82

NO 3 1 1 5 - 3 1| 4 4} 71| 5| 16

NO RESPONSE | 1 4 1§ 6 4 7 1§ 12 71 4| s| 16
{(d) Better able to do things for himself

YES 33 34 37 1104 29 25 36 90 24 33 25 82

NO 5 1 4 i 10 1 3 6 10 7 6 5 18

NO RESPONSE : 2 4 - 1 6 2 7 1 ‘ 10 5 4 4 13
(e) Less shy around adults :

YES 32 28 32§ 92 22 23 30 75 19 24 18 61

NO . 7 S 8 [ 20 6 T 9 21 11 13 5 29

NO RESPONSE 1 5 2 '8 4 7 4 15 6 6 11 23
(f) Better zble to follow instructions

YES 34 36 38 108 27 30 41 98 25 32 24 81

NO - 2 - 3 5 2 3 2. 7 6 6 3 15

NO RESPONSE 4 3 1| 8 3 2 -1 s s| s{ 6| 16

|
|
i

Fulloxt Providsd b ERIC
A e i i e bl b 4 o g b D f e St e e A L

-




=" o | TV+VISITOR
3 [Total | 3 .:‘i' 4 5 motal | 3] 4 | 5 jTotal
(g) Has' léarned things which are helpful in school ' T 1
YES - 28 133 |39 | 100 26 | 30 | 42 | 98 25 | 31 | 23 | 79
"NO ' ©oL 1] - | 2| 3 2 2 - .4 4 5 2§ 1
NO RESPONSE k 11 | 7 X | 19 4 | 3 1] 8 1 1] 71} 21
14) Haﬁe,y9u noticed ahy-éf the followihg .changes in your family's life?
3913)_Uﬁdér3tand$apreschgol child better :, R R ) - ‘ '
. YES . , 31 ] 35 |36 | ro2 36 { 20 | 34 | 80 18} 24 { 20§ 62°
NO . T 4 2 3 | 9 l 5 2 8 15 12 7 29 -
. NO .RESPONSE 4 3 2 | -9 4 10 9 | 23 - 8 7 8 | 23
(b) Reads. more tb the child
YES - L 23 27 126 76 20 19 30 | 69 16 § 19 | 23 | 48
NO. . - IG 8 10 28 7 6 6 19 11 19 16 46
. NO RESPONSE . 6 5 | 6 17 .- 4 10 8 22 10 5 5 20
(c) Takes child on more trips _
YES | 13 19 {20 52 13 | 12 25 | 48 18§ 19 | 18 | 55
NO : 16 12 {16 44 11 11 12 | 34 11 | 17 | 14 | 42
NO RESPONSE 10 11 6 27 7 11 8 26 7 8 3 18
.(d) Do more things with the child
YES 25 | 31032 | 88 20 | 28 | 32 { 80 18{ 29 | 18 | 65
NO 8 6 | 6 20 3 3 5 11 10 10 10 30
NO RESPONSE ‘ 6 2 { 4 12 - 8 4 7 1 19 7 4 6 17
i J
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PACKAGE . TV+VISITOR. TV '
"3 ] . 4 5 Total 3 ¥ ;. 5 Total 3 4 S | Total
, . ‘ - 'i
(e) Visits Bookmobile more often -
YES s | 4 4 12 2 5 | 7. 14 3| 1] &) 8
NO . : 21 19 28 | 68 20 19 | 28 67 22 | 34 ] 22 { 78
NO RESPONSE - 15 | 15 9 ' 39 o | 11 | 8 | 28 11 | 8| 8| 27
(f) Spend more time. in answering child's questions
YES 31 | 33 | 38 | 102 27 | 29 |38 | 94 27 {30 | 29} 86
NO 5 | 1 11 7 - 1§ 2 3 4 | 7 4] 15
NO RESPONSE 4 1 2 7 3 2 | 3 8 . s | 2] 11 8
(g) Talks more with child
YES 30 36 35 | 101 24 | 28 | 36 88 26 |23 | 25 | 74
NO 4 2 2 8 - 1l 3 4 6 8 3 17
NO RESPONSE 6 _2 5 13 7 6 4 17 4 3 5 12
(h) Provides more playthings of an educational nature _
YES 23 | 23 24 70 20 21 33 74 22 24- 13 59
NO 11 6 11 28 5 3 6 i4 6 15 13 34
NO RESPONSE 6 8 .1 21 6 11 4 21 7 5 6 18
f _
(5) Does your child talk to.you or others about the television program?
YES. 34 33 40 107 . 27 32 40 99" 26 33 21 80
NO 6 5 3 147 3 3 3 9 10 1¢ 9 29
NO RESPONSE - - - - - - - - - 1 3 4
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- PACKAGE _ TV+VISITOR _ ‘
3 4 5 [fetal [ 3. T STTotal | 3 4 5 #etal
8) How often do you feel a home visitor should visit in thelhome to be most effective?
Once a week 38 | 34 | 40 | 112 31 {0 32 44 107
Once every two weeks 1 2 2 5 - | 1 - 1 |
Once a moﬁth ' o1 1 - 2 - - - -
‘Not at all -‘ B Y - 1 -] - -
(Materials by mail) : .i . :
(9) How wéuld'yog rate the materials that theghome,visitor gave you?
Excellent 19 1 19 ..26 | 64 12 17 | - 23 52
Very guod 15 | 16 |12 | 43 14 | 11| 20| 45
Good | 6 3 4 13 . 4 5 1 10
Faiz -~ 11 - 1 1 - 1 2
Poor - - - i - - - - -
(10) How well did your home visitor expléin the materials?
Excellent 28 | 30 34 92 23 28 | 36 87
Very good 8 8 6 ; 22 7 5 7 19
Good 4| - 2 6 1 - 1 2

.
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{13). Does your child talk 6 you or
does at the traveling olassroom? .

R b b A Y

YES
NO
N RBSPONS“
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PACKAGE S ;r”
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3 4

5 Totafq'.

28
3
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other memoers of

35 | 33 |} 96
2 |, 4.] "15.
1 4 9.

the family aoout.thqithinos he (she)

(14) Have you ‘had the opportunity ‘to visit tha traveling classroom?
‘ YES 24 I l 29 ' “"'- 24 7? ' :F I ... v . o
NO 12 6 { 15 33 o
NO RESPONSE 4 3 2 5
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: ;,(~ . Sample Copy of Parent

. . Appond:lx H
‘Attitude Questionnaire and _ _
Attituds Checklist . Child's Name
. o Survey
4 We are in the process of evaluating the —3 yr. old
: " Appalachia Preschool Education Program
in which your child participated. You o b oyr. old
could help us make the program more
effective by answering the followlng — D yr. old

questions.
(Check one)

(1) How often, on the average, did your child watch the TV program "'Around the Bend?"

Five days per week
Four days per week
Three days per week
Two- days per week
One day per week
Less than one day per week

(2) On the average, hon often were you ablc to watch the program with your child?

Five days per week
-Four days per week
Three days per wee
Two days per week
One day per week.
Pid not watch program

(3). Have you-noticed any of the following changes in your child this year?

a. Plays better with other children

_b. Expresses himself better

c. More aware of things around him

d. Better able to do things for himself

e. Less shy around adults

f. Better able to follow lnstructlons

g. Has learned things which are helpful
in school

TV only
TV-Visitor
TV-Visitor-Van

(Check one)

h. Other changes (please specify)

. (8) Have }ou notlééd‘any of the following changes in your family's

a. Understands preschool child better

b. Reads more to the child '

c. Takes child on more trips

d. Do more things with the child

e. Visits Bookmobile more often

f. Spend more time in answering child's
- questions

e e e A S 4 AT b e e
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Yes No
. Yes No
Yes No
Yes No =
Yes No
Yes . Ho‘
Yes No
life?
Yes No
Yes No
. Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yas No

o o R L, o
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g. Talks more with child. Yes No
‘h. Provides more playthings of an : '
educational nature Yes No

i. Other changes (please specify)

{5) a. Does your child talk to you or others about the television program?

Yes___  No

b. if yes; what was the last thing he (she) talked about?
(6) What did you and your child 1ike MOST about the TV program?

(7) what did you and your child Vike LEAST abzut the TV program?

(8) How often do you feel a home visitor should visic in the home to be most effective?

Once a week

Once every two weeks

Once a month .

Not at all (materials aent by mail)

€ . (9) How would you. rate the materials that the home visitor gave you?

Excellent
Very good
Good __ _
Fair
Poor

(10) How well did your hoise visitor explain the materials?

Excellent
Very good
Good
Fair
Poor,

Eand = o - v~ e T e uE




s “1 '
S LS .
i . T’-‘.“ -

e b o

's

-3

(11) What did you like most about these materials?

VTR TTIN T U N, R R L T T
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(12) What did you like least about these materials?

(13) Does your child talk to you or other members of the family about the
things he (she) does at thé traveling classroom?

yes no
If yes, what was the last thing he {she) talked about?

i i
! ]

'- (14) Bave you had the opportunity to visit the traveling classroom?
yes 1o

(15) What do you hnd-your child like most about the traveling classroom?

o TEVINRUR weni Vo ot L4 TR T T T N TR AT D
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(16) What do you and your child 1ike least about the traveling classroom?

(17) Other comments.

BT b e Ll TS .
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Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc.

EARLY CHILIHOOD EDUCATION

DATE: TRME:

Package TV + Visit 3 yr. old 4 yr. old 5 yr. old

HOME VISITOR: "'. . , B

I. what was the attitude of the parent toward visit? )
Cooperative  1: 2: 3: 4: 5i 6: 7:  Uncooperative
II. What was the attitude of the parent toward E.C.E. Program?

1 Accepting  1: 2: 3: 4: 5: 6: T Rejecting
E III. How does the mother feel about the attitude of the child
38 ' toward, the TV broadecast?
: Interesi-;r;rg_ 1: 2: 3: 4: S¢ 62 7 mintefeét:'ng |
1. Worttwhile  I: 2: 3: 4: 5: 6: 7:  Useless
E ' TV. what was the artitude of the parent toward ™ broadcast?
. | ’ Interestmg 1: 2: 3: 4: 5. 6,: 72 mmterestmg
;}DJ}; Vorthwhile  I: 2: 3: 4: 5: 6: 7:  Useless
7P V. Howdo parents feel about supporting materials?
: D Interestmg 1: 2 3_:_ 4:5: 6:‘ 7 Uninteresting
” ' wou:‘ths&ri.-le, 1: 2: 3: 4: 5: 6: 7: Useless.
- : _ E‘l‘.:l'luszastlc 1: 2: 3: 4: 5: 6: 7:  Polite
‘ VI. What was the child's reacl:.u:m to TV broadcast?
i A‘.,:tmtive‘ 1':_ 23 3: 4: 5: 6 7: :Ihattmtwe
X I'reseg;t;: © ks 23 3; 4: 5: 63 7: Absent -
3 ‘ Coope:ati& l: 2: 3: 4: 5: 6 7: Uncooperatove
- VII. Describe week's TV reception.
:‘ Good sound 1l: 2: 3: 4: 5: 6: 7: No sound
o Good picture 1: 2: 3: 4: 5: 6: 7: No picture
ﬁorking 1: 2: 3: 4: 5: 6: 7 Not working

VIII. General reactions or comments (on back).

.n
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. Paraprofessional Attitude Data

Instrument and Results HOHE VISITOR SURVEY

l. Would you like to retain your present group of parents and
children for another year or move to a different group? Why?

AR PR LA 2 Y I e A e

I would be more than happy to keep all of my parents and
children as I've had a very good relationship with them all.
However, I feel that I would have more to offer children in a
more deprived area and would welcome the opportunity to work
with some of tliese children and their mothers. wWhatever is
decided is OK with me, and I've been very pleased with both

areas I visit.

PN

I would like to retain what I have and add a few more children
who receive .the van. I had children who receive TV-visitor
only. I would prefer a combination.

ELAT M TN A e S

I would prefer to keep the children and parents I have. They
keep asking if I'1ll be back next year. Have told me they hope
so, and that if I'm moved they hope they don't have the home
visitor that signed them up in one particular area especially.
I would like to pick up more children in my areas.

RCEE e e b Ui N e

Retain present group. Too much valuable time would be lost
establishing a comfortable and honest working relations>i

with a new group.

AT

All but two. They've accomplished a great deal. I «

visits and feel most welcome. |

P : Rgtain--they have been a very nice group of people to w .k
] with. I feel welcome in the home. The children seem to enjoy
my visits, and I have enjoyed my visits with them very much.

N\ Yes, retain. It takes us a long time to become familiar with
' people. If I had to meet and get to know an entirely different
group of parents and children, it would take that much longer
to reach the plane of familiarity I am now on with my own group.

Sl R R raried TR T 1)

'Yes. Ber .use i feel it would be easier to work with them.

2. What have been >ur major problems in working with parents and
children this year?

. -y‘»»\:-:‘t—:il -

] As far as I can think cf I have had only two major problems--

: : the parents being disappointed in the program for one reason

] " or another-~-telling us--and nothing coming of it. (This is the
Parents' opinion--not mine. I felt the program improved.) The
: other problem was my own health. This will remedy itself the
i first of September.
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The mix~up that time about the program being in color. Parents
upset. Some children were still asking about this at the end
of program, and when we'd explain a program for a certain day
and then the program for that day being changed and trouble
with the reception. Mother and children complained because
they couldn't see the picture well.

Laxness on parents part in helping stimulate child's interest.
It seemed too easy for some of them to not be present when the
child needed help or advice, also some do not impress upon the
child that the program is something very special just for them
and instill pride in their accomplishments. :

No real problems--some sleep late and miss program. 9:30 will
help. If I don't get there on my usual day, they are usually
gone--I've worked a couple of days when I was sick because I
couldn't lose time and be able to see everyone--we need some-
one to £ill in when we're sick.

Most parents thought the program was too early--that the children
could have dcone better later in the morning--a few thought there
‘were too many review programs, but there have been no major
probiems.

Being able to feel comfortable and relaxed with them. I have
had no- pérsonality or materials problems. *

1-Materials to work with child, if we were expected to do this.
2-Bad and slick roads.-

3-Exp1a1n1ng the tests and why parents would not receive results.
4-Changes in program.

‘What suggestlons would you make for the tralnlnq of new Home
Vlsltors?

About one week inservice at the office and one week in the field.
The one week “in the field training" would benefit a new Eome
Visitor more than a moanth's training in the office. Child
Developmerit and Sensitivity were interesting but not that bene-
ficial to job of Home Visitor.

I cannot lionestly suggest a type of training because we didn't
really learn anything until we were actually in the home doing
our job. Perhaps the new home visitors might visit with the
old ones for a week or two--to me they have to actually be in
the home toO. Xnow what they are doing.

To be able to go out for a day with another home visitor and to
be told exactly what's to be done and advised at the beginning
about how much testing would be done during the year so they
tell the parent. I feel we're only being tolerated and some
mothers have said they hoped we were about through with this
testing. ‘

Let the new Home Visitor visit homes with different old Home
Visitors to see how each one works, then she would be able to
establish her own routine with what hopefully would be our
better points.
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On the job training. Tell them what their job is and let them
know when they are satlsfactory as well as unsatisfactory. Don't
consider women who don't enjoy children or lack patience,

A new Home Visitor would learn more if she visited the homes
with a Home Visitor, a few times. The training we had was very
1ittle help to me.

That they treat each parent and each ¢hild as the individuals
that they are and not be governed in their actions by stereotypes.

l-Visiting with o0ld home visitors in homes.

2-More materials to woérk with.

3-Participating with cHildren. Watching them watch movies then
talking with them later, :

What suggestions would you have for further training for Home
Visitors? -

I really don't have any worthwhile suggestions as I can't see
where the Home Visitor's job requires much "in depth" training.
I would like to see Thursdays spent more constructively but here
again no gotd suggestions.

Unless we do more with the child in the home (like playing games,
singing songs, working puzzles, etc.) what is there to learn
about talking, watching a TV program, and writing. I am for a
closer relationship between home visitor and child--especially
the child who gets TV-visitor only.

I don't know, but if there were something to help us to be able
to get more mothers to take interest and watch with the child
o she'd be able to help and this would also help her to talk
to us. When they go into strange areas to test not be sent out
alone. '

I feel that I have trained myself as Home Visitor since no guide-
lines were furnished in the beginning. 1I've done my best to
fulfill the job as I see it. I'm sure there is much more I could
learn and I am willing and able to do so but I think it would be
up. to whomever evaluates my work to know what thig training is.
Training for myself needed. In the group meetings: To learn the
art of either keeping silent or telling people what they want to
hear. (This is an example of what I mean.)

How would I know? I'm not sure I'm a good one~~I'd hesitate to
make recommendations-=Didn't learn anything I didn't already know
from Mrs. Noecker. I found two days of sensitivity training most
unpleasant., For the safety of all home visitors DON'T serd aany-
one into unfamiliar territory alone--send them in pairs.

A Home Visitor should first like children, and enjoy warking
with them. They must have tact, patience; and understanding of
the children and mothers.
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Besides a thorough knowledge of the work involved, there is
nothing that can help one understand the job better than field
work itself. “Further training” such as role-playing and lectures
on the behavior patterns of preschool children are helpful only

to a certain point and we (the present home visitors) passed

that point nine months ago.

l~Materials that will be used in further programs to go over.
2-Instructions to what information you would like.

$. What would you like to see changed in the job of the Home
Visitor? Be specific-~-name activities to be added, deleted,
or revised.

Checklist on feedback sheet eliminated as I feel it is worthless
and more or less an inaccuraie way on which to answer questlons
that were presented Things I would like to see added are copies
of songs, poems, etc., so that we can reinforce these with child
during visit. Less emphasis on feedback as far as so much
writing. Liked checklist idea on this with added comments by
home visitor (Rusemaryls-ewgeestion).

Get r1d of the checksheets that we fill in 1-7. They are useless.
More act1V1t1es with child~--extra materials «nd ideas we could
take with us to help child. Trips to Beckley cut to once every
two weeks. One boss to tell us what to do and to go to with

our problems. Some set plan for snowy x ads. Women on the rcad
in snowy weather are asking for trouble. Do not believe in
gsending homé¢ visitors into areas they are unfamiliar with. T

g ran into a gituation on a lonely road last week that could have

4 - turned into a real mess. Women alone in unfamiliar territory

is no good. ‘

f?ﬂ'l' The method of writing the feedback. To be able to only have
2R to come to Beckley every two weeks. '

1-The checkllst either simplified or required on a periodic basis.
3 2-0n testlng-—be advised of the nature and number 6f teésts to be
- given so as not to have strangers unexpectedly knocklng on doors
; " -of our children's howes to test them~~perhaps advance notice to
§ parents or to have one person test each child through all phases.

: Beckley trips cut to bare minimum--once a month. That would

3 eliminate a lot of hurrying and give time to call back if

: - necessary. Don't send us into another territory alonhe. 1If
possible, don't send us into .another territory at all. Had
most‘unpleesant,dag.

The checksheets could be a little easier to fill out without
80 much writing. A trip to Beckley every two weeks instead
of each week. :

Delete the feedback sheets--if you want what the& child says,

tape record it. 'Those sheets are inaccurate, prejudicial, and
useless. As far as our observations of the child go, we can see
how he reacts to the program but indicating his degree of interest
is again inaccurate. (This should somehow be revised.) I some-
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times have felt, though the Curriculum Materials Team always

deny it, that these sheets are the only thing that we accomplish
that they consider worthwhile. If so, then the job of Home
Visitor is useless and unnecessary. Those sheets say nothing.

And anyone who believes they have merit and valuable infor-
mation is deluding himself. Fortunately, I have found that a
personal relationship can mean the difference between dis~
interest and enthugiastic part1C1pat10n on the part of the

child and the parent And that is what I feel I have accomplished
toward the interests of the Laboratory.

1-Checklist done away with.
2-Verbal feedback.

. 6. In your opinion, what has been the best feature of the entire
Pi’escheol Program?

The van--as I feel this has given the 3 and 4s. an opportunity
. to participate in a classroom situation that they would not be
exposed to until age 5 when they might, if available, be able

to attend kindergarten. If we had been in more isolated areas,
this would have been invaluable to 5s also. TV and Home Visitor
would have alsc been extremely worthwhile in this type area.

The close relationship within the group of workers--the field
team, van teams, and the TV team. I also like the materials

we deliver--Mr. Alford and Mrs. Cook and Mrs. Casali also are
excellent features. Oh yes, ample sick leave-~I really '
appreciated this. I am also very impressed with Dr. Carmichael.
He always treats us like we mean something to the program--
always takes time to talk--rever brushes us aside.

The teaching of the numerals and letters showing the different
animals and the.map of Patty's neighborhood. The using the
calendar. I'd like to see this used each month. If only to
mentlon the month, day, and mark the weather for that day. The
van has been very good for the ones who have it.

Personally speaklng. Getting to know so many exceptionally nice
people both in the staff and homes I visit and the good feeling
that I am doing somethlng worthwhile and beneficial, perhaps

for the first time in my life. As for the program itself, I
feel it is opening the. door to education and a possible solution
to many of the problems our country is facing today.

la-The fact.tﬁat mothers are working with their children and
had not previously.
lb-Van and teachers.

The way all the children have learned from the program. The

mothers worklng with their children, and their willingness to

help their child +o get to the van, and any other thing that
. helped their children.

The mobile classroom has shown the greatest overall success

and this has been directly influenced by the superiority of

the teacher, Mrs. Cook. Not every teacher could have handled
this variable situation with the competence and aplomb Mrs. Cook

showed.,




What has been the least de31rab1e feature of the Program?

because of the approximately 100 miles a'day I had to travel

have to be!

migtakes..
‘are unnecessary--the questlons too amblguous.

" The teat;ng and the fact we or the parents didn't know therée
viere to be 'so many.
apart it would have been better (and the results).
need some of these on the 1etters and humerals.,

"Too much writing.

. the day., Moreé complaints on reviews than anythlng else,
. of my qroup Just didan't watch rev1ews.

; 2~T00 much time spent on ohe letter or numeral.
- 3=Letters printed on thin paper tend to make child trace the
. letter and write an entire page of the letter backwards when

6

1-Mobile van. Because this gave children experience with a
teacher also a classrooi, and other children. This is what they ]
missed in the TV program. 3

The testing! Haven't énjoyed thlS at all although I realize

this has to be done--as for the total program, I cannot think

of anything that has been least desirable unless it would be

the monotony of writing the same thing week after week after week
on feedback sheets—-Revaew programs.

Not knowing who. our boss is--this test1ng--¢ had to quit my job

to test children out of my area. I just don't see that it

was necessary because we had aiven the other tests (we be1ng
people familiar with child) the home visitors didn't like it
and the mothers didn't either. It was done for this one test
simply to satisfy a Board of Directors that.from what I could
se¢e, the last of Aprll--half of them didn't even know what we
were doing. We are the ones who had worked in the program and
done everythlng in our power to be as flexible as p0331b1e--
it just became impossible for rie to continue (being six months
pregnant) therefore, someone elsé was stuck with doing my part.
I 4idn't like this at all. Let's all be flexible if ppart of us
Often things seem to get very disorganized--plans
showld be made and ready in ample time instead of leaving
everything for the last minute=-this can lead to unnecéssary
T am speaklng of myself too, Some of the forms

I believe if these could Have been sSpaced
I know we

I find it xmpossible to wirite a complete
feedback while visiting and talking with parent and child also
Vl&Wlng the child's acCQmpllshments to praise and encourage
him or her. I feel rude to ighore them and keep writing 80,
theretore, I spend three to four hours at night with my notes 4
reconstructlng and writing feedback that I gathered throughout 4
Most E

1-Too many review programs. ' . |

he turns it over. Use constructlon paper please, ',,=§
The least desirable thing about the program was trying to get L
the mater;als to the children in bad weather and having some g7
of the programs changed. -All the testing is not too desirable A
either. , 3




The TV program itself-+generally. It's inconsistent quality
of material and content, incompetence of it's producers and
participants~--gspecifically.

1-To have to make a choice between home visitors.
2~-The checklist. .
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I. Your Relations with the parents.
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consuming
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program materials
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II. Your Relations with the

Concerning your part in the Early Childhood operation, how do you

Dull
Unpleasant
Useless

Spent more time
with child

Talked very little
Talked about things
related to program
Not enough time
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program materials

Businesslike

Television Production
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III. Your Relatioﬁsiy;;h the Mobile Classroom QOpexation
Interesting ' _{ s _&‘» £ 3 3 3 Dull
Pleasant ﬁ{:‘ig $ 3 3 Unpledsant
‘Worthwhile 445_53 P Useless
Spent more time A A S Y 4 Spent more timé
with parent : o j with child
Talked a great - LN .4L1‘;“__ Talked very little
deal . .
Talked directiy 3 3 /:<¢%¢/= 2/ Talked akout things
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Too time s /2 34s 43 /: 2  Not enough time
consuming '
Requifed miore. 3Pt Fn_t 3 Required less -
progrdm materials L S program materials
Personal IR ARSY 2PN Businesslike

" IV. Your Relat

Interesting

Pleasant
Worthwhile

Spent more.
with parent

ions with the Children to Whﬁm,you-wére‘nssigned.'

(’: /2 /% 2% 3 Dull
bRt i_ 3¢ Unpleasant
s a3 3 Useless

time - s P (¢ 6(:__:__:___ Spent more time

with child

Talked a great Ay 3 /s ¥: 72 3 Talked very little
deal - :
Talked-directly IR VAR Talked abéut‘things
: about TV program T o related to program
Too time RV AE AW - Not enough time
consuming
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program materials ‘ program materials
Personal r : 61 /: s 2 Businesslike
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V. Your Contribution

Very significant IOVAI RPN Not significant
L4SY Ls /s H:r /3 Difficult
Appreciatéd R ENE L5 Not appreciated
Sufficient time 5 s/ /s ¢z Too time consuming
to spend '

Vi. what You Have Learned
Interessting bis s s/ e Dull
Worthwhile b2/ 2/ s 3 Useless
Very much bz /3 /3 w3 Very little
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